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CURRENT TOPICS. 





WE ARE REQUESTED to draw the attention of practitioners to 
the desirability of inserting in petitions under the Settled Estates 
Act, a prayer for directions on what documents notice of the order 
to be made by the court shall be indorsed, or for directions dis- 
pensing with such indorsement. Under section 33 and order 23 
it is obligatory on the court to give one or other of these direc- 
tions. 





THERE SEEMS TO BE some confusion as to the practice relating 
to the signing of special cases. Under ord. 34, r. 3, every special 
case must be “ signed by the several parties, or their solicitors.” 
This is not always attended to, and even learned judges have 
supposed that the old practice of signature of special cases by 
counsel, under 13 & 14 Vict. c. 35, still prevails. It should be 
borne in mind that the Orders of April, 1880, abolished. the 
stating of special cases un ct, and that all matters 
gees B such cases are now governed by the Judicature Acts 
and order 34 of the Rules of the Supreme Court. 








Mr. GREEN is, it would seem, to have an Act of Parliament 
passed for his own sole benefit. We doubt, however, if it will 
do him much good, inasmuch as Parliament can scarcely pass the 
Act before the 27th of June next, when, in the ordinary course of 
things, his living will be vacated under section 13 of the Public 
Worship Regulation Act, 1874. After his living has been 
vacated, the promoters will scarcely care to keep him in custody, 
although, strictly speaking, they may do so until he professes 
obedience to Lord Prnzancr’s orders. Their object will 
probably be attained by his deprivation. We notice that the 
Lord Chancellor assumed, in the discussion on Tuesday in the 
House of Lords, that Mr. Green would not be deprived until 
the 16th of August next, that being three years from the date 
of the inhibition issued, But section 13 of the Public Worship 
Regulation Act, 1874, provides for the vacating of the living of a 
disobedient clergyman at the end of three years from the issue, 
not of the inhibition but of the monition, which in Mr. GREEN’s 
case was issued on the 27th of June, 1879. 





THE PROPOSAL made in last year’s Judicature Bill, to constitute 
the judges of the High Court journeymen judges of the Court of 
Appeal met with such strong opposition from the profession that 
it was withdrawn. Lord Carrns put rather bluntly the leadin 
objection to the proposal when he said that “it assumed that al 
the judges of first instance were fit to sit in the Court of Appeal. 
The best men were wanted for that court.” This remark may, 
perhaps, have suggested the modification of the journeyman judge 
scheme which was announced by the Lorp CHanceLtor in the 
House of Lords on Thursday week. It is now proposed to give 
power to the Law Lords and the judges of the Judicial Com- 
mittee, if willing to do so, to assist in the Court of Appeal. As 
regards the Law Lords, there can be no doubt that the carrying 
out of this proposal would add weight to any decisions of the 
court in which they concurred; but it may be doubted whether 
the same result would follow from the addition to its bench of 
ex-Indian judges of the Judicial Committee, who might come to 
Lincoln’s-inn to learn for the first time what was meant by tacking, 
equity to a settlement, and election. If the proposal were limited to 
members of the Judicial Committee who had served as judges of 
first instance in England it would be more reasonable, but at the 











same time almost inoperative at present, because, with the excep- 
tion of Sir R. Coiirer (and hardly even with that exception), we 
believe no member of the present Judicial Committee has been a 
judge of an English court of first instance. But there remains an 
objection to this system of journeymen judges which we think has 
hardly been sufficiently considered. A considerable part of the 
work of both branches of the court relates to technical matters of 
practice as to which a judge brought from a court in which such 
matters do not come up for decision is almost useless. Again, it 
is of the highest importance, as preventing litigation, that the de- 
cisions of a Court of Appeal should be uniform; but uniformity of 
decision is never so well attained as when the members of a court 
are accustomed to sit together regularly, and so have opportunities 
of discussing together and settling the rule to be followed in im- 
portant classes of cases. An eminent law lord, temporarily trans- 
ferred from his higher sphere to the bench of the Court of Appeal, 
will not be very likely to acquiesce in prior decisions of that 
court which may seem to him to be wrong, and if he dissents, what 
will be the authority of the decision of the other two members of 
the court ? 





THE BONA FIDE TRAVELLER has long been known to the law, but 
with the single exception of Coulbert v. Troke (L. R. 1 Q. B. D. 1) no 
legal point has reached the superior courts in connection with hit 
since the passing of the Licensing Act, 1874. It appears now prob- 
able that an attempt will be made to draw a legal distinction between 
a ‘“‘lodger” and a “ bond.fide lodger” under the following cir- 
cumstances :—A publican had orders to provide a “leg of mutton 
supper,” and asked the local superintendent of police to grant him 
an extension of hours. That official very properly refused, for it 
is only by the combined powers of the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue and a justice of the peace (see 25 & 26 Vict. c. 22, s. 13; 
26 & 27 Vict. c. 33, s. 20; 27 Vict. ec. 18, s. 5; Licensing Act, 
1874, s. 19) that such an extension of hours can be granted. 
But, said the publican, “If I can’t get an extension, I will make 
them all lodgers,” and so he did, and provided them not only with 
beds and the leg of mutton, but whiskey and playing cards, up to 
two o’clock in the morning. An information was laid, and the 
publican sought to defend himself by the provision of the Licensing 
Act, 1874, s. 10, that “ nothing in that Act or in the principal Act 
[Licensing Act, 1872] contained shall preclude a person licensed 
to sell any intoxicating liquor to be consumed on the premises from 
selling such liquors at any time to bond fide travellers or to persons 
lodging in his house.’ The magistrates dismissed the summons. 
The point is rather a difficult one. In the not very dissimilar case 
of Corbett v. Haigh (L. R. 5 C. P. D. 50) a publican attempted to 
convert persons entertained by a guest into “ private friends” of 
his own, just after closing hours; relying on section 30 of the 
Licensing Act, 1874, which enacts that “no person licensed Se so 
shall be liable to any penalty for supplying intoxicating liquors 
after the hours of closing to private friends bond ‘de entertained 
by him at his own expense,” but the court held that the exemp- 
tion did not apply. It is doubtful, however, whether the principle 
of this case would apply to that of a guest “ made a lodger,” 
unless indeed those who partook of the leg of mutton had their 
beds for nothing. On the other hand, if there was any monev 
staked in the card playing, the publican would be hable for 
suffering gaming to be carried on on his ises under section 
17 of the Licensing Act, 1874, which section was, in Patten v. 
Rhymer (29 L. J. M. C. 189), expressly held to apply to a publican 
allowing his own private friends to play for money. 





Ir Is A LITTLE DIFFICULT at first sight to discover from the 
reports of Mr. Justice Kay’s judgment in the case of Lord Marcus 
Beresford vy. Prince Batthyany the precise ground on = the 
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learned judge refused to grant specific performance of the agree- 
ment; and to understand some of the observations ascribed to him 
in the daily papers. He is reported to haye said that ‘the plain- 
tiff’s evidence showed most certainly that on his part there was an 
unconditional acceptance of the offer, but he had failed to show 
that he and the defendant were of one mind in the matter.” But 
it would seem that there could be no unconditional acceptance by 
the plaintiff of the defendant’s offer unless the parties were “ of 
one mind in the matter.” Ifthe offer unconditionally accepted by 
the plaintiff was not the real offer made by the defendant, then 
there was no acceptance of the offer at all. The explanation of 
the view taken by the court of the transaction seems to be this :— 
There was first a written offer by the defendant to sell to the 
plaintiff, the defendant supposing that the plaintiff was acting on 
behalf of “a distinguished person.” When the plaintiff called 
on the defendant the latter (according to the plaintiff's evidence) 
asked the plaintiff whether he wanted the property for the 
“ distinguished person,” and the plaintiff said that a person who 
accompanied him was the “ distinguished person.”’ ‘Thereupon 
the defendant changed his mind, and told the plaintiff he could 
not sell without the consent of certain other persons. The 
defendant, the learned judge thought, had a right to withdraw 
his offer at any time before a complete acceptance by the plain- 
tiff, and without any formal or express notice of withdrawal to 
the plaintiff, provided only he gave the latter to understand that 
he was no longer in the mind to sell. As regards the latter point, 
the learned judge based his decision on the remarks of Lord 
Justice James in Dickinson v. Dodds (L. R. 2 Ch. D. 463), but 
we venture to think that those remarks must be taken with refer- 
ence to the facts of the case before the learned Lord Justice. 
In Dickinson v. Dodds the defendant, after making the offer, had, 
to the knowledge of the plaintiff, before the latter accepted the 
offer, actually agreed to sell the property to another person (see p. 
473). There appears to be rather a wide difference between the 
information as to change of mind of the offeror conveyed to the 
offeree by the knowledge that the offeror has since the offer sold 
the property offered to another person, and by a mere statement 
in conversation that the offeror cannot sell without the consent 
of some other persons. This latter statement does not seem to 
be necessarily equivalent to a statement that he was no longer 
in the mind to sell. 





A LEGAL system like our own, in which much is of imme- 
morial antiquity, affords peculiar facilities for modern statutes to 
stumble up against venerable relics of the past. A few days ago 


,,; Mr. Justice Fry was called upon, in the case of Frampton v. 


| Stephens, to decide, for the first time, what is the effect of a 


||| modern dissolution of marriage upon a wife’s claim for dower. 
jy 


Mr. and Mrs. SrepHENs were married in 1859, and though Mrs. 
StEPuENs took certain benefits in some of her husband’s property 
under a marriage settlement, there was nothing to show that they were 
intended to be in satisfaction of her claim for dower. The marriage 
was afterwards dissolved on the wife’s petition against the husband, 
the decree being made absolute in 1875. The ex-husband died 
in 1878 intestate, without having executed any declaration what- 
ever to depriye his wife of her right to dower. In 1881 she 
tharried Mr. Frampton ; and by this action she and her present 
husband claimed dower in certain fee simple estates of which 
STEPHENS had died seised. The claim was, of course, against 
the heir-at-law of SterHEens, who was Mrs. Framprton’s eldest 
son by her former marriage. These facts being set out in the 
statement of claim, the defendant demurred; and Mr. Justice 
Fry last week allowed the demurrer. Here the facts were such 
as to make the wife’s claim as strong as such a claim ever can 
be ; for (1) the divorce took place by no fault of hers; and (2) 
she had not ‘married again’ at the time when Sternens died. 
The subject ought undoubtedly to have been dealt with when the 
20 & 21 Vict. c. 85 placed the modern law of divorce upon a 
totally different footing from the old. Such questions ought not 
to be left to ancient analogies for their settlement. And it is not 
certain that the Legislature would deliberately have enacted what 
Mr. Justice Fry was compelled to lay down as the law. He could 
hardly have decided otherwise, if there is any weight in the 
following passage from Lord Coxe :—“ But it is necessary that 





the marriage doe continue, for if that be dissolved, the dower 
ceaseth, ubi nullum matrimonium, ibi nulla dos” (Co. Litt. 32a.). 


He adds that this doctrine applies only to divorce @ vinculo |} 
matrimonii ; which seems clearly to include the modern dissolu- }} 


tion of marriage. 





Crause 12 of the Irish Crime Bill, which authorizes the 
expulsion of aliens, effects this purpose by a re-enactment of 
11 & 12 Vict. c. 20, which was itself an- adaptation of 
the Act commonly known as the “Alien Act” (33 Geo. 3, 
ce. 4), passed in 1793, a very severe measure. After pro- 
viding for the registration of aliens and establishing a very strict 
passport system, the statute of 1793 (section 15) enacted that 
aliens not departing the realm, after being ordered so to do by 
royal proclamation, should be committed to prison, “ there to re- 
main without bail or mainprise until he or she should be delivered 
by due course of law.” The next section enacted that every alien 
lawfully convicted of disobeying the proclamation “ should be ad- 
judged to suffer imprisonment for any time not exceeding one 
month, and, at the expiration of the said term, to depart out of 
the realm, and, if such alien should be found therein, after such 
time in such judgment limited, without lawful cause, such alien 
should, being duly convicted, be transported for life. By the 17th 
section a Secretary of State had power to grant a warrant “to 
give in charge to one of his Majesty’s messengers, in order to his 
being conducted out of the kingdom,” any alien considered not 
likely to pay immediate obedience to the proclamation. The Act 
which is now proposed to re-enact, 11 & 12 Vict. c. 20, was 
equally direct in its terms, but milder in its punishments, power 
ot bail being given to a judge of any of the superior courts, and 
the extreme punishment being twelve months’ imprisonment. 
Both Acts were temporary only and do not appear to have been 
continued. It will be observed that the provisions for expulsion 
applied only to particular aliens publicly named, but that they 
applied to all parts of the United Kingdom equally. The new Bill 
incorporates 11 & 12 Vict. c. 20 (by reference), with the modification 
that “an order shall not be made directing any alien within 
Great Britain to depart this realm, except in the case where an 
order of the Lord-Lieutenant has been made directing an alien in 
Ireland to depart this realm, but in such case an order may be 
made in Great Britain respecting such alien.” We think the 
modification unnecessary and likely to cause confusion, and should 
prefer a bodily incorporation of 11 & 12 Vict. c. 20 to an 
incorporation by reference only. 





We prunr elsewhere a letter signed ‘ B.,” which adds another 
to the many hints tending to show that certain eminent persons, 
in their haste to swallow the Conveyancing Act whole, may 
perhaps have taken a too favourable view of its digestibility. It 
is true that we do not think this particular matter practically im- 
portant, but it is highly symptomatic. “ B.’? asks whether certain 
learned authors of precedent books are right in using the 
words “in fee simple” in the halendwm of a mortgage of 
frecholds to an incorporated building society, section 51 of 
the Conveyancing Act being apparently inapplicable “to a 
corporation aggregate. As the life of a corporation is 
conterminous with its whole existence, and the life of a corpora- 
tion aggregate is wholly distinct from that of its members, a 
corporation aggregate may take a (quasi) estate in fee without the 
use of any words of succession at all. “If lands be given to a 
dean and chapter they have a fee simple without the word 
‘ successors,’ for that the body never dies” (Co. Lit. 94b). But 
this fact supplies no good reason for inserting in a mortgage of 
freeholds to an incorporated building society words of limitation 
which take effect only by force of the Conveyancing Act, and do not 
seem to have been meant to apply to corporations. It is also note- 
worthy that one of the works to which our correspondent refers, 
in a conveyance to a railway company, makes both the conveyance 
and the Uaindun “to the said company, their successors and 
assigns.” We have previously observed that a tendency to 
vacillation between several alternative phrases and methods seems 
to be rather a feature of the newest fashion in conveyancing. 











+ Jo 


—_ © 6 of 


— ae SO oe ee eC 

















May 20, 1882. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


445 








WE BELIEVE that the apprehensions which haye been expressed 
that the failure of Messrs. Jackson & Granam, who held a 
contract for the interior fittings of four courts in the Royal Courts 
of Justice, will hinder the completion of the work, are without 
foundation. 








CONDITION AS TO LAST RECEIPT FOR 
RENT. 


Ar first sight it would seem that no more extraordinary instance of 
the readiness of intending purchasers to accept the most stringent 
conditions of sale could be found than the prevalence, before section 
14 of the Conveyancing Act came into operation, of the condition, 
on the sale of leaseholds, that the receipt for the last payment of 
rent, accrued previously to the completion of the purchase, should 
be accepted as conclusive evidence of the performance and 
observance of all the covenants and conditions in the lease. 
Receipt of rent by a lessor is only a waiver of forfeitures of which 


he is aware at the time; moreover the forfeiture might have occurred 
since the rent was paid, in which case the receipt would be no 








waiver, It is irious to compare the tentative manner in which | 


Mr. Sweet, in his edition of Bythewood, in 1844, suggested, in a 
note to his leasehold conditions, that “it may be advisable to 
add ’’ a condition as to the production of the receipts for the rent 


up to the day fixed for completion being sufficient evidence, with the | 


provision on the subject in use in recent times. Mr. Sweet’s con- 


dition was not unreasonable, for it left it open to the purchaser to | 


inform the lessor of any breaches of covenant which he discovered 
before completion, and so to make the receipt for rent up to the 
day fixed for completion a waiver of all forfeitures. The modern 


form of the condition leaves him no such opportunity. ‘he | 


explanation of the prevalence of the condition is probably to be 


found, first, in the rarity of the cases in which forfeitures were | 
formerly enforced by landlords; and, next, in the conviction of | 
intending purchasers that the condition could not be insisted on so | 


as to cover serious breaches of covenant known to the vendor. It 


may be desirable to consider how far these reasons have been | 
affected by recent legislation and decisions, and to what extent | 


vendors and purchasers of leaseholds are now affected by the 
condition. 

The provision in section 14 of the Conveyancing Act has rendered 
absolute forfeiture of a lease improbable; but, on the other hand, 
it will doubtless diminish or remove the reluctance of landlords 
to take proceedings to enforce a forfeiture. Many a landlord who 
would not have thought it just to deprive a tenant of his property 
will think it perfectly just to commence such proceedings when 
the tenant has the option of obtaining relief on payment of 
compensation for breaches of covenant. Hence it is more 
than“éver important for intending purchasers of leaseholds to 


consider the effect of the condition as to the production of | 


the last receipt for rent. The statutory condition, as our readers 
ure aware, provides that, “‘Where land sold is held by lease 
(not including wnderlease), the purchaser shall asswme, uniess 
the contrary appears, that the lease was duly granted; and, 
on production of the receipt for the last payment due for rent 
under the lease before the date of actual completion of the 
purchase, he shall assume, unless the contrary appears, that all 
the covenants and provisions of the lease have been duly performed 
and observed up to the date of actual completion of the purchase.” 


20 eng to In ro Banister, Broad y. Munton (27 W. R. 
826), a puxchaser is not bound by a condition which requires him 


to_admit or assume a state of things which, to the vendor's 
knowledge, does not exist; the utmost which can be required 
from him in conditions of sale is to assume facts as to which the 
vendor has no definite knowledge that the assumption required is 
untrue. No doubt the recent case of Lawrie v. Lees (30 W. R. 
185) has thrown some doubt upen this rule. That was, like 
In ve Banister, an application to rescind a contract for the sale of 
leaseholds, containing the usual condition, on the ground of 


existing breaches of covenant known to the vendor, and in| 


refusing the application a good deal was said by the law lords 
(none of whom, however, had been judges or practitioners in the 
Chancery Division) to the effect that, ‘if people choose to enter 
into a bargain of this sort, and it tells heayily against them, the 





better thing is, not that the court should relieye them of it, but | 
that they should learn by experience how very unwise it is to 
enter into such bargains, and therefore should in future not enter 
into them. Where the language is plain and, therefore, no real 
question of construction arises, the court is bound to execute the 
contract as it finds it, and if it presses hardly upon one y or 
the other, the answer is that party entered into it with his eyes 
open.” But it is to be obseryed that Lord Penzance, in delivering 
judgment, said: “But then it is urged against this that it [7.e., 
the condition as to receipt for last payment of rent] is an 
unreasonable provision, and that looking to the knowledge of the 
vendor, and looking to what he had the power to do, this isa 
condition—a portion of the agreement—which is inequitable and 
ought not to be upheld by the court. If the question arose upon 
a suit for specific performance, there might be a good deal to be 
said in that direction.” It must, therefore, we think, be ed 
|that the rule in Jn ve Banister _is sti erative, and Est the 
statutory condition_w ord no protection to the véndoy in 
respect of breaches of covenants of which he 
assumed to be, aware. Again, the statutory condition does not 
apply if “the contrary appears ’’—that is to say, it does not apply 
to any breaches of covenant which an intending purchaser can 
|discover by taking a surveyor over the demised property. 
Practically, therefore, the statutory condition affords com- 
paratively little advantage to the vendor. 

The ordinary form of condition in use provides (subject to 
divers variations in language) that “the receipt for the last pay- 
ment of rent accrued previously to the completion of the purchase 
shell be accepted as conclusive evidence of the performance of all 
| the covenants and conditions contained in the lease, or of the 
| effectual waiver of any breach thereof, up to the completion of the 
purchase.” The effect is that the purchaser shall admit that the 
| covenants and conditions have been performed and obseryed. The 
| rule in Zn re Banisier is applicable here also, and the purchaser is 
not bound to admit that which the yendor knows not to be the 
| fact. If, therefore, the purchaser can discover any breach of which 

















| the vendor must have been aware, it would seem that he may refuse 
| to complete unless an express waiver of such breach by the lessor 
is obtained. It seems to us worthy of consideration whether the 
form of the condition ought not be altered so as to provide that 
| the lease of the premises may be inspected at the vendor’s solici- 
| tor’s office within one week prior to the day of sale, and that the 

premises will also be open to inspection, and that the purchaser 
| shall be satisfied from such inspection, and from the production 
| by the vendor of the receipt for the last payment of rent accrued 
| previously to the completion of the purchase, of the performance 
| of all the covenants and conditions contained in the lease. As 
/regards breaches of covenant existing at the time of sale and 
| discoverable by inspection of the property, this form of condition 
would, we think, render the vendor safe. 








ADMISSIBILITY OF EVIDENCE IN 
ACTIONS FOR DEFAMATION. 


| We recently briefly drew attention to the case of Scott v. Samp- 
| son (30 W. R. 541, L. R. 8 Q. B. D. 491) as being a decision 
which settles and elucidates the law on questions which have been 
frequently discussed, but as towhich there has been, up to the present 
time, some doubt. In actions for defamation it has long been 
settled that the truth of the defamatory matter is a defence. The 
reason for this is obyious. A man of whom that which is true is 
published cannot have a right to pecuniary compensation if he is 
thereby damaged. He has sustained damnum absque injurid, for 
he can have no right to have the truth concealed. But in practice 
it is comparatively seldom that the person who has published the 
defamatory matter can absolutely prove it, and of course if it cannot 
be proved it is a most dangerous course to plead that it is true. 
Moreover, a jury, when face to face with an issue directly involving 
the plaintift’s character, are reluctant positively to find against him, 
though they would be often willing enough indirectly to give the 
defendant the benefit of a very strong opinion that the defamatory 
matter was pretty near the truth by way of reduction of are 
There are cases in which it is morally certain that the plaintiff is 
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very much what the defendant has said he is, where it may be 
known to a whole neighbourhood that he is, yet it would be im- 
possible to prove it, and therefore dangerous to justify. In 
such a case is it just that a person of that sort should come 
into court and recover damages, on the footing that he 
is a person of spotless reputation and the defendant the 
publisher of defamatory statements of an utterly wanton 
and unfounded or malignant character? It is obviously extremely 
difficult to hold an even balance between the interests of plaintiff 
and defendant in cases of defamation. It is very forcibly urged 
on the one side that, the action for defamation being one in respect 
of damage done to character, it must necessarily be a question, 
apart from any justification, what sort of character the plaintiff, 
with a view to the estimation of the damages, bore before the pub- 
lication of the defamatory matter. Again, the damages in actions 
for defamation are vindictive, and the circumstances under which 
the defendant published the defamatory matter must be material 
in ascertaining how far he ought to be punished by way of damages. 
On the other hand, it is also very forcibly urged that it is hard to 
involve the plaintiff, of whom ex hypothesi an untrue statement has 
been published, in an inquiry extending over his whole life without 
notice what unfavourable suggestions may be made or what 
transactions gone into; that this would often really be to allow 
the defendant, by way of defence, to deepen and stereotype 
popular rumours and calumnies which may have been from the 
outset wicked and malicious, or, at best, utterly idle and baseless 
gossip. The difficulty, we confess, does seem to us very great, 
because in some cases to shut out evidence going to the plaintiff’s 
character, though not amounting to an actual justification, would 
really be allowing some impudent scoundrel, whose character was 
notorious in his own neighbourhood, to get heavy damages from 
some person who by honest indignation had been led to over- 
step the limits of prudence in his statements; on the other hand, 
in some cases to admit such evidence would be seriously detrimen- 
tal to the cause of some victim of undeserved calumnies or 
unworthy prejudice. The decisions, which appear to have been 
mostly at Nisi Prius, present strong indications that these con- 
flicting considerations have been present to the minds of judges. 
The decision we are discussing puts the matter, we suppose, on as 
satisfactory a footing as can be expected considering that the 
difficulty is inherent in the nature of things, but we doubt 
whether any hard and fast rule can be entirely satisfactory. 

The judgment, which was that of Mathew and Cave, JJ., 
seems to be to the following effect. It analyzes the evidence as 
to the plaintiff's character, not amounting to a justification, but 
which may be tendered by the defendant in mitigation of damages, 
and divides such evidence into three classes—first, evidence of 
general reputation ; secondly, evidence of rumours that the plain- 
tiff had been guilty of matter imputed to him by the defama- 
tory statement complained of; thirdly, evidence of particular acts 
or circumstances tending to show the plaintiff's disposition or 
character. In practice there would, perhaps, be some difficulty 
in always clearly discriminating between these three sorts of 
evidence, but still the distinctions seem sound and capable of being 
drawn, approximately at any rate. The judgment appears to hold 
that of these three sorts of evidence the first only is admissible 
on the part of the defendant. Another question also arose, which 
was one of pleading. Under the old system, the balance of 
authority seemed to be that general evidence of plaintiff's bad 
character was admissible in reduction of damages, and, as damages 
could not be pleaded to, this evidence was given under the plea 
of Not guilty. It appears that under the new system, whatever 
evidence of the kind may be admissible, the pleadings must give 
notice to the plaintiff of the intention to siieas it as a material 
fact in the case. We do not propose to discuss the pleading 
question ; our concern is with the broader and more interesting 
aspect of the case. We cannot say that the judgment altogether re- 
moves our difficulties with regard to the two sorts of evidence which 
it holds inadmissible, though, as we remarked when noticing the 
case betore, we think the decision will be accepted as good law, 
since it follows out the general tendency of the decisions on the 
subject. 

With regard to the second sort of evidence—viz., that of 
rumours of the truth of the defamatory statement—this 
evidence can only be material in two ways; either as going to 





the plaintiff's general character, or as softening the complexion of 
the defendant’s wrongdoing by way of mitigation of damages. 
If the rumours were really prevalent to an extent calculated to 
damage the plaintiff’s character, the evidence will come in under 
the first head. On the other hand, in case of rumours not 
prevalent to that extent, it seems doubtful whether the person 
who gives currency to an idle rumour ought to be in any better 
position than if he had been the original promulgator of it. At 
the same time we feel, to a great extent, the same difficulty with 
regard to this sort of evidence that we feel with regard to the 
whole subject. It surely must make the greatest difference in 
the moral complexion of the defendant’s act whether he, out of 
pure malice, fabricated the defamatory statement, or whether he 
merely foolishly repeated what he heard elsewhere. We are quite in 
favour of stringent repression of wicked and idle gossip and 
scandal, but it is not the same thing, so far as the measure of 
damage is concerned, merely out of love of scandal to repeat a 
statement as it is to fabricate it. With regard to the case ofa 
newspaper editor who, on the strength of rumour, gives a state- 
ment the extended and authoritative publication which a news- 
paper affords, we think that the previous existence of the rumour 
would afford much less ground of mitigation than in many other 
cases we could imagine. Still, in any case, as the damages are 
vindictive, we do confess we feel a difficulty in shutting out cir- 
cumstances that throw light on the character of the defendant’s 
wrongdoing. If the damages in actions of defamation were 
merely regulated by the plaintiff's damage, pecuniary or otherwise, 
we should feel no difficulty in accepting with perfect satisfaction 
the ruling of the court on this head. 

It seems clear that the first sort of evidence must, on principle, 
be admissible, because, as the plaintiff sues in respect of damage 
to character in public estimation, it must be material to the ques- 
tion of damages to show what his character in public estimation was. 
But in practice every one knows how unsatisfactory general evidence 
tocharacter is. The probability is that most plaintiffs could get a 
sufficient number of persons, who would figure well enough in the 
witness-box, to come and swear up their character by general 
statements in answer to the evidence of witnesses who had sworn 
it down by general statements on behalf of the defendant. It 
would seem that such evidence must be admissible, but then when 
it came to cross-examination how would the case stand? It 
would seem, at first sight, according to the ruling with regard to 
the third sort of evidence, that it would be inadmissible to cross- 
examine these witnesses as to particular acts of misconduct by 
the plaintiff within their knowledge. This result would, how- 
ever, almost amount to an absurdity. It has been held that 
witnesses to character on behalf of a prisoner may be cross-ex- 
amined as to particular acts, and, possibly, it may be held that 
this case would be an exception to the inadmissibility of evidence 
of the third kind, on the ground that the evidence goes to the 
credibility of the evidence in chief. 

With regard to the ruling as to evidence of the third kind, we 
feel here too some difficulty in point of principle. It is, no 
doubt, very difficult to say that a man who is libelled is to be pre- 
pared to justify the particular transactions of his whole life, though 
it must be remembered that the strength of this argument is much 
diminished if notice of the particular acts relied on must be given 
him by the pleadings. Again, another objection to the admissibility 
of such evidence is that it tends to incumber the trial with a 
number of side issues, which can be but very imperfectly inquired 
into, and as to which, therefore, the plaintiff may be much pre- 
judiced, on the principle that if you only throw dirt enough some 
of it will stick. Still, it is never entirely satisfactory to receive 
general evidence, and yet shut out that investigation into particular 
facts upon which alone general statements can have any substantial 
basis. The rule laid down will, no doubt, protect many a plaintiff 
who has been substantially wronged by a defamer ;*on the other 
hand, it will be highly convenient to many a scoundrel who has 
got occasion against some person whose fault is rather imprudently 
to have said what is not very far from true, though he is unable to 
prove it by legal evidence, than to have maliciously and falsely 
taken away another’s reputation. It is very difficult, as we said 
at the outset, to say on which side the balance of expediency lies. 
As against scandal-mongering society papers we should be disposed 
to hail the ruling with satisfaction, but there are many cases 
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imaginable in which we fear its working will not be ground for 
unmixed satisfaction. Unfortunately the law cannot be altered to 
meet the particular class of plaintiff suing or defendant sued. It 
should be observed, in estimating the working in practice of the 
decision, that, in the case in which it was pronounced, the 
plaintiff was not called on his own behalf. In cases in which the 
plaintiff is obliged to be called on his own behalf, questions 
relating to particular acts go to his credit, and cannot be excluded 
as it would seem, This, in many cases, will mitigate any incon- 
venience which might otherwise be produced by the effect of the 
exclusion of the third head of evidence. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


CONVEYANCERS AND THE BI-METALLISTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Some time ago, in perusing an abstract, I came across a mortgage 
deed of the year 1853, settled by the late Mr. Lewin, in which it was 
stipulated that, if required by the mortgagee, the principal and interest 
should be paid in silver. As the currency question and the relation 
between the precious metals are now receiving a large share of public 
attention, it seems a favourable opportunity to ask whether any of your 
readers can throw any light upon this stipulation. 

It is, of course, well known that, in 1853, in consequence of the gold 
discoveries in California and Australia, gold had fallen slightly in value 
as measured by silver, and it would seem that the conveyancer contem- 
plated the possibility of a further fall. Still it is difficult to imagine any 
state of circumstances in which the provision in question would have had 
any operation. So long as gold remained (except for very small sums) 
the sole legal tender, it would not be to the mortgagee’s interest to 
enforce it ; if silver were made the sole legal tender, the provision that 
payment should be in that metal would be superfluous; and even under 
a double standard, such as is desired by the bi-metallists of the present 
day, the enactment relating to legal tender would, no doubt, be held to 
prevail against any contract or stipulation to the contrary contained iu 
any instrument. There is, perhaps, one other possible explanation, but 
of such slight probability as to be scarcely worth considering. Can it 
be that Mr. Lewin thought it possible that with greatly altered relative 
productions of gold and silver, no legally established ratio of value would 
be maintainable ? 

It would appear then that, even in view of a possible alteration in the 
law relating to the standard of value, no special provision would be 
needed in contracts providing for future payments. ‘This consideration 
derives practical importance from the instance narrated above ; for it 
would undoubtedly be a material argument against any proposed change 
that it required to be guarded against by special provisions. In fact, 
however, the proposals of the bi-metallists—viz., the free coinage of silver, 
and making silver an unlimited legal tender, carried out by an inter- 
national agreement entered into by the chief specie-using countries— 
would probably be found not in any way to affect the internal transac- 
tions of any country. CoNVEYANCER. 





STAMP DUTIES, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—If your correspondent “ Veritas” is right in thinking that section 
8 of the Stamp Act, 1870, has made no alteration in the previous law, 
there is ‘good ground for concluding that the Solicitor of Stamps was 
wrong in holding that, in the case put by Mr. Simey, a separate stamp is 
required. 

In Rushbrooke vy. Hood (17 L. J. C. P. 58) certain copyhold lands 
were sold, and the purchaser borrowed part of the purchase-money from 
a third person to be secured by mortgage of the lands. A deed was 
entered into between the vendors, the purchaser, and the mortgagee, 
whereby, after reciting that “ pursuant to an arrangement between the 
parties und for the purpose of carrying the agreements fer mortgage and 
Sor purchase simultaneously into effect’ certain surrenders of the lands 
had been made, the vendors covenanted for title with the mortgagee and 
also separately with the purchaser. The court held that this deed 
required only a singlestamp. ‘They seem to have gone a good deal upon 
the language of 12 Anne, st. 2, c. 9,8. 24; which differs from that of 
section 8 of the Stamp Act. 

But, supposing that the latter section has added nothing to the scope 
of the former, it can hardly be contended that Mr. Simey’s “ declaration 
substituting the rent for tho land as security ’’ is more obviously a “ dis- 
tinct matter’’ than the covenant for title with the mortgagee ; who was 
a mere stranger to tho purchaser, as such, 

The case of Doe d, Hartwright v. Fereday (12 Ad, & E, 23) makes 
even more strongly for the same conclusion, Here the court seem to 
have gone upon the language of 55 Geo, 3, 0, 184, 





I do not say that the Solicitor of Stamps was wrong; but only that 
his ruling, if right, seems decidedly to imply that the law is not un- 


changed. J URISCONSULTUNCULUS. 


Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, May 15. 





EFFECT OF DISCLAIMER OF LEASE BY TRUSTEE IN BANK- 
RUPTCY OR LIQUIDATION UPON TENANT’S FIXTURES. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The letter of your correspondent, Mr. Sturt, and the case before 
Mr. Registrar Brougham, noted in last week’s issue of your journal, call 
attention to a point in bankruptcy which is of the utmost importance to 
creditors and is one of the greatest evils of the present law. The point 
was mentioned in the comments upon the Government Bill of last ses- 
sion, published in your issue of the 4th of February last (ante, p. 211), 
and it is earnestly to be hoped that it will be specially provided for in 
any amendment of the law of bankruptcy which may be enacted. My 
only object in troubling you with this letter is, however, to raise a sub- 
sidiary point upon which, to my mind, your correspondent would appear 
to have fallen into a slight error, or it may be I am wrong in the con- 
struction I put upon his letter in this respect. He says that not only 
does the landlord get paid for the fixtures twice over, but he is also 
entitled to prove against the estate for any damage he may sustain by the 
disclaimer. Now, that proposition, I submit, must be allowed only with 
a certain limitation. If, as a result of the disclaimer, the landlord 
acquires a valuable property in the tenant’s fixtures, then at least I 
think the value of those fixtures must be deducted from the amount of 
the proof which otherwise he would be entitled to make against the 
estate. The real measure of the damage he would sustain by the dis- 
claimer then would be the difference between the rent reserved by the 
lease for the remainder of the term and the rent which could be obtained 
by him from a new tenant, less a reduction for present proof on the 
difference in the future rents, and less also the value of any benefit he 
might obtain by reason of the disclaimer. In this way it might be 
that his claim for proof would be nil. I am not aware that this bas 
been decided in any case, but it appears to me so reasonable and fair, 
that I have felt some confidence in advising to this effect when the 
question has come before me in practice. A Soxicrror. 





THE CONVEYANCING ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Are Mesers. Prideaux (11th ed.) and Davidson (12th ed. Concise 
Convey.) correct in using the words “in fee simple” in the habendum 
of a mortgage of freeholds to an incorporated building society instead 
of the words, “‘ and their successors” previously in use? If section 51 
was not intended to apply exclusively to deeds containing limitations to 
individuals other than corporations sole, why were the words “ without 
the words heirs” used in that section ? 

Section 39 [power for court to bind interest of married woman] confers 
on the court a power of which many testators would not approve, and 
it would seem desirable that the attention of intending testators should 
be called to this power in order that its exercise may b: prevented if 
necessary. So far as I know, none of the books contain any trust 
framed with a view to prevent the power arising, or give any sugges- 
tions for framing such a trast. Might not the trust follow the ordinary 
form of trust of a protected life interest to a man, so that any order 
of the court would cause a forfeiture of the married woman’s a“ ? 


[As to the first point, see observations under the head of “ Carrent 
Topics.’ The second point raised by our ingenious correspondent needs 
a good deal of consideration.—Ep. S. J.) 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Can any of your numerous readers inform me whether, if you 
vary the provisions of section 20 of the Conveyancing and Law of 
Property Act, 1881, as to notice, you thereby lose the benefit of the 
statutory power of sale ? E. 

May 16, 


[Section 19 (2) provides that “the provisions of this Act relating to 
the foregoing powers [which include the powet to sell], comprised either 
in this section, or in any subsequent section regulating the exercise of 
those powers, may be varied or extended by the mortgage deed, and as 
so varied or extended shall, as far as may be, operate in the like manner, 
and with all the like incidents, effects, and consequences, as if such varia- 
tions or extensioys were contained in this Act.” Under this provision 
the period of the notice specified iu section 20 (i.) may be made shorter 
or longer, but it would seem that notice cannot be altogether dispensed 
with, for that would not be varying or extending the provision of section 
20 (i.), but annulling it—Ep, S. J.] 
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PROBATES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Will you allow me to make your columns the medium for sug- 
gesting to the officials of the Principal Registry of the Probate Division 
the desirability of writing in the margin of grants of probate in words at 
length (instead of in figures according to the present practice) the amount 
of duty paid by stamps on the affidavit filed ? 

In grants which I have obtained, and others which I have inspected, 
since the last Act came into operation, I have frequently observed that 
the figures have been very indistinctly written. For instance, a few days 
since I obtained a probate upon which I paid £111 for duty. The 
amount is certified in the margin of the grant by three very small 
straight strokes which could, with the greatest ease, be converted into 
other figures, and which a small blot would obliterate altogether. 

1, Salisbury-street, Strand, W.C., May 16. James S, Corr, 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


ApwtNisTRAION oF BANkRupr's Estate—Power or Court To orDeR BANK- 
RUPT TO Fite CasH Accocnt—Bankevuptcy Act, 1869, s. 19.—In a case of 
Ex garte Moir, before the Court of Appeal on the 11th inst., a question arose 
as to the power of the court to order a bankrupt to file a cash acconnt, 
Tbe bankrupt had carried on an extensive business as a promoter of public 
companies. In November, 1881, before his adjudication, he had filed a 
liquidation petition, under which he produced a statement of his affairs, 
which showed that his liabilities amounted to £84,436, and his assets to 
£21,038. He was examined privately by the trustee and before the 








registrar, as to his affairs, and the 17th of March was fixed for his public 
examination. The examination was adjourned several times, and ultimately, 
on the 21st of April, Mr. Registrar Hazlitt ordered that the bankrupt should 
within fourteen days file a full and sufficient cash account, containing | 
icalars of his receipts and payments from the Ist of January, 1880, 
until the 17th of November, 1881 ; and the public examination was farther | 
adjourned until the 19th of Mey. From thie order the bankrupt appealed, 
and he made an affidavit in which he said that it was impossible for him to | 
give any cash account, as he had never kept any books. The only 
books which he had ever had were his banker’s pass-booke, and these | 
be had given up to the trustee, and he had given the trustee all 
the information ia his wer concerning his estate, Section 19 
provides that “the bankrupt shall to the utmost of his power sid in the 
realization of bis property, and the distribution of the proceeds among hia 
ereditors. He shall produce a statement of his affairs to the first meeting | 
of creditors, and shall be publicly examined thereon on a day to be named | 
by the court, and subject to such adjourned public examination as the 
court msy direct. He shall give such inventory of his property, such | 
list of bis creditors and debtors, and of the debts due to ard from | 
them respectively, submit to euch examination in respect of his 
Property or his creditors, attend such meetings of his creditors, wait at 
such times on the trustee, execute such powers of attorney, conveyances, 
deeds, and instromente, and generally do all such acts and things iu 
relation to his property and the distribution of the proceeds among 
his creditors ss may be ressonebly required by the trustee, or 
may be prescibed by Ruies of Court, or be directed by the covrt by 
any special order or orders mede in reference to any particular bankruptcy, or | 
e on the occasion of any specisl application by the trustee or any 
ereditr.” Insupport of the appeal it was urged that the order was oppres- 
sive; that it bed been made without evidence; and that section 19 gave the 
court no jariediction to make it. The Court of Appeal (Jesser, M.R, and 
Lispiex end Horxer, LJJ.) affirmed the decision. Jzeser, M.R., said that 
the baskropt wes not an ordinary bankrupt. He seemed to have carried on | 
a very extensive business in what was commonly called the promotion of 
: He said that he had never kept any books, In France a men in 
business who acted in that way would be subject to very serious criminal pro- 
cootings. There was no such Jaw in Eogland, bot still bz waz not exemptfrom 
censure, and be must not expect to be treated in the same way as an ordinary 
business man who had kept books, What did be sey about his other papers, 
such a8 countericils of cheques, vouchers, diaries, and lettere? They were 
lest of desteoyed, Notone was forthcoming. Not a book or paper was to be 
foon4, except come recent counterfoils and a banker's pass-book. The regis. 
trer, who bad had very great experience, and who knew that an order for 
a cath secoust onght not to be mede except in a very extreme case, had 
mate thiserder, The bankrapt’s proceedings were certainly very suspicions 
and biaatie vary, an if the registrar had power to make the order, his lord- 
could Bt conceive & more proper order. It was said that the bankrupt 
86 money or ougit to have no money. Putthe Act required a bankrupt 
to do 2 grest meny things which ordinstily cost money. With very few ex- 
ceptions tackroyts G4 employ & slicitor, and generally an saecountant ; | 
cotteishy bankropts A this class did. The Legislature knew perfectly well | 
that baskrup's somehow or cther 4id find money, Therefore, the argument 
thevt it woule cont, money to make outs cash secount was worth nothing. Mr, | 
Kegistess } oyys (che registrar in const) bed told his lordebip that the regintrars | 
are very carelel in making such orders, becasne they might be very oppremsive, 
Was there, teen, jusindiction to wake wach an order? 1% was objected that | 
eonid wut te made without evidence. Bn’, i the court could see from the | 
Bie A proceedings Cast there were chenmsteaces which called for such no | 
orter, it 1A wA reysire oral evidence, If {t appested that 6 man had kept | 
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no books, that was sufficient evidence, ‘Then it was said that section 19 did 
not authorize the order at all. His lordship could not agree to that ; section 
19 was expressed in general terms. The words, ‘‘in relation to his property,” 
were very large, and enabled the court to require anything in the shape of an 
account. A discretion was given to the court, Both these objections were 
taken in Ex parte Crawford (28 L. T., New Series, 244) and were 
overruled by Bacon, C.J., who said, ‘‘I cannot permit beskvenl to prescribe 
to their trustees what accounts they shall have; why they shall not have this 
or that account.” The practice had ever since been in accordance with that 
case. The bankrupt had sworn that he could not furnish any other cash 
account than that which appeared in his banker’s pass-dook, It was quite 
consistent with this that be could farnish additional particulars as to the items 
which were given there. If that was the true reading of bis affidavit, it was 
no answer at all to the trustee’s demand. If he could show by whom 
the moneys entered in the banker's book had been paid to him, this might 
supply most valuable information. Bat, if that was not the trae 
reading of the affidavit, his lordship could not attach any weight toit. It 
was impossible to suppose that the bankrupt could not give any information as 
to the sources from which the sams of money mentioned in the pass-book were 
derived. His lordship did not mean to attribute to the bankrupt any inten- 
tion to deceive ; but his affdavit could not be true if it was read in the latter 
sense. Either way it was no answer to the demand. One friendly creditor 
said that he was willing to help the bankrupt to furnish an account, and no 
doubt other creditors would do the same if he asked then. It could not be 
called oppressive to require a man who had no books or parses to go and ask 
his creditors to help him make out an account. Till he had done that it 
would not dofor him to say—I have destroyed my books and papers and, 
therefore, I can do nothing. Lixptey, L.J., also thought that the regis- 
trar’s order was right. To show that he had jurisdiction to make it, it was 
only necessary to read section 19. It was quite right that an order to file a 
cash account should not be made as a matter of course ; it would be oppressive 
and vexatious. But in this case the registrar had exercised his discretion 
rightly. The bankrupt said that he could furnish no cash account, bat could 
only refer to bis banker's pass-book. Possibly he could not do it offhand or 
without taking some trouble. But it was his duty to furnish an account, and 
be must try todo his best. It was idle to say that he could do nothing. 
The trustee was entitled to an account to the best of the bankrupt’s ability. 


| Hotxer, L.J., concurred.—Soticrrors, J. B. Churchill; Emmanuel & 


Simmonds. 


Dest— Novation—Evipence,—In a case of Ex parte Rivolta, before the 


| Court of Appeal on the 11th inst., the question arose whether there had been 


a novation of a cebt, and whether, therefore, a creditor, to whom a debt was 


| originally due jointly by two of the partners in a firm consistimg of three 
| persons, was entitled to prove for the debt in the bankruptcy of the three. 


Mr. Registrar Murray held that the evidence did not prove a novation, and 
that the proof could not be admitted. The Court of Appeal (Jesset, M.R, 
and Linpiey and Horker, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. It was urgec that 
the authorities showed that very slight evidence was sufficient to prove a 
novation. J£sseL, M.R., said that a great deal of nonsense had been talked 
on the subject, and he thought it right to state his view of the law. It was 
a very simple proposition. A debt was due to a man by one person or by more. 
The creditor mizht agree with his debtors that, in consideration of his ex- 


| tinguishing or releasing the debt, they and some other person should become 
| liable to him. It was, in fact, the creation of a new debt in consideration of 
| the exringnishment of ths old cne, An agreement to do this must be proved 


like any other agreement. It had been said in some cates that very little 
evidence was required to prove it. But, whether the evidence was to be 
little or much, it must be sufficient to prove the agreement. The rules of 
evidence were the sime as in relation to the proof of any other agreement. If 
a man had been dealing with a firm, and he, with knowledge of the retirement 
of one of the partners, continued dealing with the new firm, and accounts 
were made out between him and the new firm, it was very easy for the jadge 
to come to the conclusion that he bad released the old firm and had agreed to 
accept the new firm as his deb‘ors. It was an inference of such an agreement 
from the course of business, but it must be an inference which the judge could 
properly draw fromthe circumstances. Inthe present case there was not 
sufficient evidence of such an agreement. Linpiey, L.J., concurred. 
Hovxer, L.J., said that cases had been cited to show that judges formerly 
thonght that a very little would constitute an agreement of this ind, That 
was very vague. Sufficient evidence must be adduced to satisfy the tribunal 
before which the question arose.—Soricirors, 2, I, Wilkins ; Linklaters, 
Hackwood, & Co, 


a 


IxsoLvexcy—Criose or Procenptncs—Property Acquirep bY Inson- 
vent avtén Discnancy in THE INsoLeENCY—Banknrurrcy Reesau Act, 
1869 (32 & 33 Vicr.c. 83), 8. 15.—On the 10th inst,, the Court of Appeal 
Jvsse., M.R., and Linpiey and Horxer, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of 

ay, J.,in Fordham v, Clagett (30 W, R. 467). The main question was a6 
to the construction of section 15 of the Bankruptcy Repeal Act, 1869 
(32 & 3% Vict. c. 83). Section 4 of the Act providesthat “the Court of 
Bankruptcy in London shall have all the jariadiction, poworsp and authorities 
possessed at the commencement of the Bankruptey Act, 1861, by the late 
court for the relief of insolvent debtors in England (in this part of thie Act 
called the late Insolvent Debtors’ Court), in relation to all matters then 
pending in that court, and not completed at the commencement of this Act, 
and all matters at the commencement of this Act pending in 
that court or in the county courts under the Acts for tho relief of 
insolvent debtors, shall (subject to the express provisions of this part of this 
Act) be continued. and completed therein ag if this Act had not been p ’ 


By section 7: ‘Where « bankrupt has before adjudication of bankroy 
taken the benefit of any Act lor the relief of insolvent debtors, nothing In the 
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Bankruptcy Act, 1869, shall interfere with the operation of the Act of which 
he so took the benefit in respect of the liability of property acquired after 
his discharge under that Act, if and so far as any such liability would have 
existed if the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, bad not been passed.” By section 15: 
‘* For the purpose of winding up and terminating all matters which at the com- 
mencement of this Act may be pending in the late Insolvent Debtors’ Conrt, 
andin county courts under the Acts for the relief of insolvent debtors, the 
following provisions shal] have effect, namely :—(1) Every insolvency shall at 
the expiration of twelve months from the commencement of this Act, or at 
the expiration of twenty years from the date of the filing of the petition 
(whichever Jast happens), te closed ; (2) before the expiration of the said 
twelve months or twenty years, as the case may be, any assignee, creditor, or 


other person interested in an insolvency may apply in the prescribed manner to | 


the court in which it is pending to have the close of such insolvency postponed 
and the judge of such court, on sufficient case being shown for the postpone- 
ment, may, subject to the Rules of Court, postpone euch close for such period 


and on such terms and conditions (if any) as he thinks just; (3) if the close | 


is postponed, the same proceedings may be had before the expiration of the 
period of postponement as is provided by this section before the expiration of 


the said twenty years ; (4) if sufficient cause for postponement is not shown | 
before the expiration of the said twelve months, or twenty years, or the | 


eriod of postponement (as the case may be), or of such farther period as 
act sorte dh pty ( Ay ation Le the court +, | COMPANIRS Act, 1862, ss. 85, 87, 163.—In a cass of 2a re The Oak Pits 


subject to the Rules of Court be allowed for an application by the court in 
which the case is pending, the insolvency shall, at the expiration of the said 


times, be ¢pso facto closed, and thereupon the insolvent, or the heirs, devisees, | 


ot personal representatives of the insolvent (if be is dead), stall be in the | 


sime position, snd have the same rights in all respects, as if the insolvent had 
been bankrupt, and had at the date of the closing obtained his discharge 


under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869.’ Tbe facts were shortly these:— 
In June, 1836, ‘one Clegett, being then in custody for debt, 
took the benefit of the Insolvent Debtors’ Relief Act. He ob- 
tained his discharge, and he assigned to his creditors’ es-ignee 


all the property which he possessed up to the time of his imprison- 
ment, In November, 1836, under the usual warrant of attorney, judzment 
was entered up egaingt bim in the name of theassiznee. Clagett subsequen'ly 
became insolvent three times, in 1845, 1849, and 1850. In July, 1854, he, 
being then a trader, was adjudicated a bankrupt under the Bankruptsy Act, 
1849, and in November, 1854, he obtained a certificate of conformity. In 
October, 1836, after the discharge in the first insolvency, his wife’s father 
died intestate, the wife being his sole next of kin. No s-ttlement had been 
made on the marriage of Mrs. Clagett. She died in March, 1877, and Clagets 
died in Janvary, 1880. ‘This action was brought to admini-ter his estate, and 
an administration decres was made. Under this decree the assignee in the 
first insolvency applied for leave to prove for the amount of the judgment 
which had been entered up in his name. 





| sion either 


section 15 of the Bankruptcy Repeal Act, the insolvency was «bsolutely | 


closed, and that no proceedings could be taken to enforce the judgment | 


J , M.R., said that the w f the Act wer - 
a spe a grtrcatvagiuae ihonet anata 4 liquidator to give them up to the landlord, and the plaat and machinery used 


entered up under it. 
means clear, But at the date of its passing matters stood in this way. The 
property of an insolvent up to the date of his discharge vested in his pro- 
visional essignee. After that date he kept whatever property he acquired, 
subject to the right of the assignee to enter up judgment against him, which 
could be enforced against any after-acquired property of the debtor t> such an 
extent as the court should direct on an application made for the purpose. The 
court never allowed the judgment to be enforced to the extent of the whole of 
the insolvent’s property, The insolvent was encouraged to earn his livelihood 
after he had got his discharge. 
reasonable way, and he was not deprived of the means of carrying on his 
business, After providing for these things his past creditors were considered 
to be entitled to the surplus of his after-acquired property, so far as it was 
necessary to pay their de!ts, The Repeal Act of 1869 was intended to abolish 
insolvency, and to assimilate the position of insolvents to that of bankrupts. 
In bankruptcy the property acquired by the bankrupt after his discharge was 
free from any liability to his past creditors. The Legislature had to consider 
what was to be done with past insolvencies, They were to be put on the 
same footing as future insolvencies, subject to not unduly interfering with 
existing rights, What had always been the course taken by the Legislature 
in such cases? The exercise of existing rights;was cut down to a limited 
period, but the holders of those rights were not deprived of them altogether. 
This had been done where the period of limitation fixed by a Statute of 
Limitations was to be shortened. So in this caso it might have been expected 
that the Legislature would say, You shall have a limited period within which 
you may enforce your judgment, and after that your right shall cease, There 
might, however, be a reversionary interest which had not fallen into possession 
at the end of the limited time, and in that case power would be given to the 
court to postpone the closing of the insolvency if there were property which 
might fallin. All this was fairly provided for by section 15, though bis 
lordship agreed that it was expressed in language which was fairly open 
to more than one interpretation, A bankrupt who had obtained his 
discharge under the Bankruptey Act, 1869, at the date of the 
closing of the insolvency would have been in this position, that 
all the property which he then had would have vested in the trustee 
in the bankruptcy, while his after-acquired property would have been free. 
If section 16 were applied literally to an insolvent he would lose the yeep: 
erty which he had acquired since his disoharge entirely, instead of losing ov 


business, ‘T'bis would amount to a complete forfeiture of all the property of 
the insolvent. Would not that be an absurd and monstrous construction of 
an Act passed for the relief of insolventa? Would it not be a monstrous 
injustice to deprive them of their property without any compensation? It 
such a construction could bé avoided in no other way (which his apes | 
thought it could), it could be avoided on the ground that the court was boun 





He was allowed to maintain himself in a | 
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the surplus after providing for his maintenance and the carrying on of his | 








Kay, J., held that, by virtne of | them. 


to interpret the words with regard to the intention of the Legislature. He 
thought that section 15 did not affect the disposition «f property to which a 
right had been previously acquire}. When it said that the insolvency should, 
at the expiration of the time mentioned, be “ ipso facto closed,” he should 
have thought, if there had been no other words, that this uded any pro- 
ceedings upon the judgment. And the subsequent words showed that the 
rights of the insolvené were being dealt with. He was to have the same 
rights as if at the date of the closing he had obtained his discharge in a 
bankruptcy. He was to be free from all claims of his creditors against prop- 
erty acquired since his discharge in the insolvency, as if he had obtained a 
discharge in bankruptcy. But the rights which he had already acquired 
under the Insolvency Acts were not taken away. Looking at what the 
intention wes, to put any other construction on the words would be to 
attribute to the Legislature an absurd and perverse meaning. Lixpizy, L.J., 
took the same view of the construction of section 15. Any other con- 
struction led to a conclusion to which no court ought to be driven if it was 
possible to avoid it. It would put the insolvent in a worse positiun than he 
was before the Act was passed. Horker, L.J., coneurred.—Soticirors, 
Horne, Hunter, & Birkett ; Turner & Low ; Parkers. 





Company—WIxNDING up—LANDLORD—LeEave TO Distrais For Rextr— 


Col tery Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 16:h inst., a question 
arose ag to the claim of a landlord to be paid in full rent which bad acorue! 
due after the commencement of the wiading up of a company. In 1858 the 
company became lessees of the Oak Pits Colliery, under a lease which they 
afterwards mortgaged by a sub-lease. In 1878 they negotiated with the lessor 
for a surrender of the lease, and for a new lease of the colliery, and also. of 
the minerals under 163 acres of adjoining property, and in July, 1878, the 
company agreed with the mortgagees to give them a mortgege of this new 
lease when obtained, Early in 1879 these negotiations resnlted in an agree- 
ment for a new lease at a dead rent of £400 per annam and certain royalties, 
The company therenpon brought plant and machinery on to the 163 acres and 
sank three trial pits, in which coal was found. The surface of the 163 acres 
was not demised to the company, the agreement being that they should work 
the coal under the 163 acres from the Oak Pits Colliery, and not by means of 
an independent shaft sunk in the 163 acres. On the 28th of January, 1330, 
the mortgagees took possession of the colliery, but did not interfere with the 
163 acres or the minerals thereunder. On the 3lst of January, 1830, a wind- 
ing-ap pet'tion was presented, under which a winding-vp order was mide 
and a liquidator appointed. The liquidator did not take posses- 
cf the colliery, which was already in the i 

of the mortgsgees, or of the 163 acres, or of the minerals under 
The workings in the colliery through which the minerals under the 
163 acres were to be got were full of water and the trial pits could not be 
used for working purposes, so that the liquidator could mot ia fact have got at 
or worked the minersls under the 163 acres., No steps were taken by the 


by the company for making the trial pits remained on the 163 acres until they 
were sold in July, 1881, after previous unsuccessful efforts, for a sam of £179. 
The landlord applied on May 30, 1881, for leave to distrain.on the plant and 
machinery, aod Kay, J., made an order for payment by the liquidator in full 
of the whole rent of £400 per annum which had ac:rued since tha commence- 
ment of the winding up. The Court of Appeal (Baccattay, Lrxpusy, and 
Horxer, L.JJ.) :eversed the decision, Lixptsy, L.J., who delivered the 
judgment of the court, said that it appeared to him that tbe liquidator never 
had possession of any part of the colliery or of the minerals under the 163 
acres, The possession of the colliery wae in the mortzgagees. The possession 
of the surface of the 168 acres was in the landlord, and not in the company, 
although some plant and machinery belonging to the company were on this 
froperty or in the trial pits. The possession of the minerals in the 163 acres 
had never in fact been taken by the company. The company had done no more 
than ascertain where the minerals were. They had « right to take possession 
of them, but had not yet exercised that right. Evenif the company coald b+ 
considered as having ever taken possession of them the liquidator never ia any 
way interfered with them. His possession, if any, of those minerals Wasa mere oon- 
sequence of the equitable ownership in them remaining in the company subject 
to the equitable mortgage. Another point of some importance appeared to hare 
been overlooked in the court below. The surface of the 163 acres was not 
to be leased to the company. neatly the goods and chattels of the 
company upon gach surface could not have been distrained upoa 
in arrear if a lease had been granted, and if no winding-ap order 
made ; for a distress for rent could only be made on the property 
the tevant of the levees and a J a Ccipetin Ak 3 
Quite apart, therefore, from section t i 

landlord could not have distrained upon the plant and machinery of the 
company on the 163 acres ; and it was only that plant and machinery which 
he sought leave to distrain upon, It to the court, therefore, that 
the order appealed from could not be supported oa the Sroapde oa 
thoughts bo sasnattad ve any ethet geomade. Toa nfo ot tq wattage 
thought, be supported on any aru be 

up provisions of the Companies Act, 1962, was to be ansecared creditors 
upon an equality and te pay them pari passx, A landlord who bad not par 
in a distreas before the commencement of the wieding up was an ansecered 
creditor, He could prove against the company wader section 158 for all reat 
in arrear at the time of his proof ; bat his right to distraian was taken away by 
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ection 163 unless cil szisted which, ia the one of the court, 
required it to give him le to jn yager geotion ST, In all cases, howerer, 
in which a landlord goughi to disirain aftet a winding-ap onder, or to be paid bis 
rent in priority to othe creditors, he must show why he should have seck an 


creditors, The decisions upon this subject might be 


advantage over the other 
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grouped into two classes—(1) cases relating to rent in srrear at the com- 
mencement of the windiug up; (2) cases relating to rent accruing sub- 
sequently to that dete. As to rent in arrear at the commencement of the 
winding up, if the landlord was a legal creditor of the company in respect of 
rent in arrear at the commencement of its winding up he was not allowed to 
distrain for the arrears of rent, but must prove his debt like any other 
creditor. Moreover, in cases of this kind the circumstance that the liquidator 
had retained possession and carried on the company’s works had been held 
not to entitle a landlord, or a mortgagee with a power of distress as for rent, 
to distrain for rent in arrear. If, however, the landlord was not a legal 
creditor of the company, by reason of the company not being his tenant, he 
was permitted to distrain even for rent in arrear at the commencement of the 
winding up. And in such a case he would be allowed to distrain, although 
the liquidator offered to allow the arrears to be proved as a debt in the wind- 
ing up. Next, as to rent accraing after the commencement of the winding 
up. If the liquidator had retained possession for the purposes of the winding 
up—i.¢,, if he had used the property for carrying on the company’s business, 
or bad kept the property in order to sell it or to do the best he could with it— 
the landlord would be allowed to distrain for rent which had become due 
since the commencement of the winding up. But, if he had kept possession 
by arrangement with the landlord, and for his benefit as well as for the 
benefit of the company, and there was no agreement with the liquidator that 
be should pay rent, the landlord was not allowed to distrain. When the 
liquidator retained the property for the purpose of advantageously disposing of 
it, or when he continued to use it, the rent ought to be regarded as a debt 
contracted for the p of winding up the company, and ought to ba 
paid in full, like any other debt or expense properly incurred by the 
liquidator for the same purpose ; and in such a case it appeared to his lordship 
that the rent for the whole period during which the property was so 
retained or used ought to be paid in full, without reference to the amount 
which could be realized by a distress. This was the view taken by James, 
L.J.,in In re The Lundy Granite Company (19 W. R. 609, L. R. 6 Ch.462), and 
by Fry, J., in Ezparte Roberts and Wright (L. R.18 Ch. D. 649), and by Kay, 
J., in the present case. Butnoauthority had yet gonethe length of deciding 
that a landlord was entitled to distrain for, or be paid in full, rent accruing 
since the commencement of the winding up, when the liquidator had done 
notbing except abstain from trying to get into possession of the property which 
the company held as lessee. If the landlord had endeavoured to re-enter, and 
the liquidator had objected, the case might be different ; but, having regard 
to the provisions of the Companies Act, 1862, his lordship was of opinion 
that in the case now supposed the landlord must rely on his right, if any, to 
re-enter, and prove for the arrears due to him, and that he was not entitled 
to anything more. In the present case the only facts the landlord had to rely 
upon were—1l. The fact that the liquidator left the company’s plant and 
machinery where he found them until he sold them in Jaly, 1881; 2. The 
fact that he had them valued in May, 1880, with a view toa sale which was 
not carried out ; 3. The fact that he took no steps to surrender the company’s 
interest in the colliery and the 16% acres to the landlord. In his lordship’s 
Opinion these facts were not sofficient to entitle the landlord either to distrain or 
to be paid in full. He could not regard the rent ordered to be paid as a debt or 
cost, charge or expense incurred by the liquidator in the course of or for the 
purpose of the winding vp, and in his opinion the order appealed from ought 
to be discharged and the sammons dismissed with costs.—Soticitors, Venn & 
Co. ; Simpson, Hammond, § Co. 


ne 


Dower—Divorcep Wirz.—In a case of Frampton vy. Stephens, before 
Fry, J., on the 11th inst., the question arose whether a wife, who had 
obtained # divorce on the ground of her husband’s cruelty and adultery, was 
after his death entitled to dower out of his real estate. The wife and her 
second husband sued the heir-at-law of the first husband fer dower out of 
real estate, which had descended from the first husband. The defendant 
demurred, and Fry, J., allowed the demurrer. He said that in Coke on 
Littleton, 32a, it is laid down that for a wife to have dower “it is necessary 
that the marriage doe continue, for if that be dissolved the dower ceaseth ; 
ubi nullum matrimonium, ibi nulla dos. But this is to be understocd when the 
husband and wife are divorced d vineulo matrimonii, as in the case of pre- 
contract, consanguinity, affinity, &c., and not a mensa et thoro only, as for 
adalterie.” It had been contended that the rule in reference to the right 
to dower ceasing on a divorce a vinculo only referred to the cases specified by 
Lord Coke, and not to divorces obtained by the wife on the ground of 
adultery, which was then only a mensa ct thoro. It was, perhaps, enough 
that the lan of Lord Coke was general and meant what it eaid, but on 
examining the older authority of Bracton, to whom reference was made in 
Coke, the same rule was laid down, and under the old Jaw the divorce was a 
vinculo, and it was only in 44 Eliz. that opinion changed and the new 
practice was introduced. His lordship thought, therefore, the law well estab- 
lished that a divorce a vinculo was a bar to dower. It was said that ic would 
be @ great hardship on the wife if, through no fault of her own, but on ac- 
count of the misconduct of her husband, she were to lose her right to dower. 
The anewer was that in ‘eigen ges 3 its decree the Divorce Court had power 
to provide alimony for the wife, and in doing so would no doubt take into 
account the legal effect of the divorce. It was a'so said that it was the 
practice, when » husband obtained an Act for divorce, to provide expressly 
that the right to dower should cease. That, however, was merely declaratory 
of the law. —Soxicitors, Saunders, Hawksford, & Bennett. 


Pracrice—Stavixc Procerprscs—Concunuent Actions—Lis aii 
Pesvens,—In the case of M’ Henry v. Lewis, before Chitty, J., on the 13th 
inst, Judgment was delivered upon 4 motion made by the defendants that all 
fatare proceedings in the ac‘ion be stayed, on ground that there were 
pending two other actions against the sime defendents, one in England and the 





other in America, involving claims identically the same as those sought to be 
enforced in the action before his lordship. It appeared that the actions were 
all representative ones brought against the defendants, as trustees of a scheme 
for reconstructing the Atlantic and Great Western Railway Company, in 
respect of alleged breaches of trust in their carrying out the scheme, The 
defendants offered to give undertakings with the object of enabling the ques- 
tions in the action to be determined in the American action, Currty, J., said 
that the two actions in England were not, ia his opinion, precisely identical, 
and there was no authority for holding that the pendency of a foreign action 
was sufficient ground for staying an action in this country. None of the 
actions had yet been brought to a hearing, and it was not usual in the case of 
representative actions like the present—for instance, in a creditor’s administra- 
tion action—for the court to stay proceedings in a second action until judg- 
ment had been obtained in the first and similar action. Although the 
American action was more comprehensive than the English, yet his lord- 
ship did not consider that the offer of undertakings by the defendants to have 
the questions at issue between the parties tried in the American action was any 
ground for acceding to this motion. His lordship, therefore, refused the 
motion, but, taking into consideration the allegation of the trustees that they 
were being harassed by a multiplicity of actions, made an order that costs of 
the motion be costs in the action.—Soxicitors, Trinders; Hores & Patti- 
son. 





PRAcTICE—TRIAL BEFORE A JuDGE AND Jury—RvLEs or Covst, 1875, 
oRD. 36, BR. 8, 4.—In the case of The Oldbury Local Board vy. Baker, 
before Chitty, J., on the 12th inst., a motion having been made by the defend- 
ant for the trial of the action before a judge and jury, his lordship held that it 
was not the usual practice for the court to settle the actual issues of fact to ba 
tried, and that it was sufficient for the party moving to state in his notice of 
motion that he required that ‘this action shall be tried before a judge and 
jury,” without referring to the issues of fact.—Soxicirors, Wilkins § Co., for 
Wright & Co., Oldbury ; F. Needham, 





PayMENT ouT OF CouRT—PRESUMPTION AGAINST CHILDBIRTH—SPINS- 
TER AGED FIFTY.—In the case of In xe Howard, before Chitty, J., on 
the 13th inst., a petition was presented praying that a sum paid io under the j 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act might be paid out on the joint receipt of the | 
petitioners. Part of the fund represented real estate settled under a will upon | 
one of the petitioners for life, who was, at the date of the hearing of the 
petition, a spinster and within a fortnight of attaining the age of fifty years, 
with remaiader to uses in favour of her children, and in default of her having | 
any children entitled to take, with remainder to uses in favour of the peti- | 
tioners. It was submitted that the court would make the order prayed, | 
as the lady was of an age which rendered maternity improbable, and the | 
more so because she had never been and was not married, The case of | 
Millner'’s Estate (20 W. R. 823, L, R. 14 Eq. 245) was referred to, where | 
Malins, V.C., made an order similar to that prayed in the present case, upon | 
the presumption that a lady, aged forty-nine years and nine months, who 
had been married twenty-six years to a husband them living, and had never | 
had any children and would not have any by him. Currry, J., declined to 
make the order. It tight be said that the spinsterhood of the lady did not | 
decrease the likelihood of children being born if she married. There were, | 
moreover, cases on record of maternity at an age certainly exceeding that of 
this lady. The usual order for investment would be made,—So.icirors, j 
Alfred Howard; W. R. Stevens. 





Divorce—CrvueLTy—SeparaTion Deep—Covenant Not To Suk—Sus- 
SEQUENT ADULTERY—ReEvival..—In the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division, on the 11th inst., the case of Rose v, Rose, which was a wife's suit 
for dissolution of marriage on the ground of her husband’s adaltery aad 
cruelty, was tried before the President of the Division without a jary. The 
parties were married in 1861, and, in 1877, owing to repeated quarrels, they 
executed a deed of separation, which contained a covenant on the part of the 
wife that she woul! not avail herself of any previous act on her husband’s part. 
After the execution of the deed of separation, therespondent committed adultery, 
and the petitioner alleged acte of cruelty both before and after the date of the 
deed. The adultery was admitted, but the respondent failed in proving any 
act of cruelty after the separation. In giving judgment, Sir J. Hanven, P., 
said that the covenant in the deed had estopped the petitioner from obtaining 
relief in respect of any cruelty committed before the date of the desd, Accord- 
ing to the old practice of the Division, the adultery committed after the date of 
the separation deed would have revived the previous cruelty, but in Gandy v. 
Gandy (26 Soricitors’ JourNnat, 385) the Court of Appeal had held that the 
commission of adultery after a deed of separation was no offence against a 
wife. He could not, therefore, decree a dissolution of marriage, but only a 
jodiciel separation.—Soricitors, Hunt; Willis, 





COUNTY COURTS, 
Braprorp, ° 
(Before W. T. 8. Danizt, Esq., Q.0., Judge.) 
May 2, 9.—Ez parte Freeman, Re Berry. 

Under an elegit the execution creditor cannot have the benefit of 
equitable execution ; that must be obtained by appointment of a receiver 
in the action in which the judgment on which the elegit issues is obtained. 
Where the sheriff seized goods in the possession of the debtor, the legal 
title to which was in the grantee under a bill of sale, and the sheriff's 
officer, as agent of the bill of sale holder, sold the goods, and after pay- 
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ing the bill of sale holder his debt and costs, there was a surplus, that 
surplus was not bound by the elegt, and did not belong to the execu- 
tion creditor, but constituted assets of the debtor, and, on his becoming 
bankrupt before sale, would pass to the trustee: Saltv. Cooper (L. R. 
16 Ch. D, 544). 


Ringmead, instructed by Gush § Phillipp, London, for the execution credi- 


tors. 

West, instructed by Peel, Stanford, d: Harris, Bradford, for tke trustee. 

In delivering judgment in this case, 

His Honour said :—This was an application made in the matter of proceed- 
ings for liquidation by —— of the affairs of John William Berry, manu- 
facturer, by or on behalf of George Scott Freeman, of 103, Cannon-street, 
London, secretary of the General Life and Fire Insurance Company, for an 
order that the sum of £54 4s. 6d,, being the surplus proceeds arising from 
the sale of the goods and chattels of the above-named debtor, which were seized 
in execution by the sheriff of Yorkshire, under a writ of elegi¢t issued upon a 
judgment recovered by the said George Scott Freeman in the Queen’s Bench 
Division of the High Court of Justice against thesaid debtor, and which said sum 
of £54 4s, 6d, bas been paid into court, pursuant to an order made in this 
matter by this court on December 13, 1881, may be paid out to the said G. 
S. Freeman, and that such farther order as to costs or otherwise may be made 
as this court may seem fit. 

The facts, which do not appear to be disputed, were as follow :— 

1, On August 20, 1881, a judgment was recovered by Freeman against 
the oe in the Qucen’s Beach Division of the High Court of Justice for 
£74 17s, 

2. On October 13, 1881, a writ of elegit founded on the said judgment was 
issued by Freeman, and sent to the sheriff of Yorkshire, under which he 
seized the goods and chattels of the debtor ; but on October 15, 1881, the sheriff 
withdrew from such possession on receipt of a letter from the solicitors of 
Freeman authorizing the sheriff so to do. 

3. On November 15, 1881, a second writ of e/egit was issued and lodged 
with the sheriff to recover £53 193. due on the said judgment, and £2 23, 
costs, and on November 16, 1881, the sheriff seized the goods and chattels of 
the debtor under the said writ of elegit, and remained in possession until the 
28th of November, 1881. 

4. Onthe said 28th of November, the sheriff received notice from Mr, George 
Washington, of Halifax, wocl and waste dealer, that heclaimed to be the 
owner of the said goods and chattels under and by virtue of an assignment 
thereof, dated February 1, 1881, executed by the debtor for securing to 
Washington the repayment of £400, money lent, and interest, and which was 
duly registered as a bill of sale, and Washington claimed that the sum of 
£320 or thereabouts, on November 28, remained due to him on the said bill 
of sale, in payment of which default had been made by the debtor. And on 
that day Washington entered and took possession of the goods and chattels 


which had been seized and taken possession of by the said sheriff, and the | 


sheriff retired. 

5, The right of Washington under the said bill of sale to the legal owner- 
ship of the said goods and chattels was not disputed, and was not questioned 
on this motion. The original bill of sale, and an office copy thereof, were 
produced on the hearing of this motion, and no objection to the validity of the 
bill of sale was raised, 

6. The sheriff's officer who had seized and remained in possession up to the 
28th of November, upon production of the bill of sale arranged with Wash- 
ington to sell the goods and chattels of the debtor as the agent of Washing- 
ton, and not as the officer of the sheriff, and proceeded to make arrangements for 
the sale by public auction on December 9, 1881. 

7. On November 29, 1881, the debtor filed a petition for liquidation, and on 
December 1, Henry Packett was duly cuciaial receiver of the debtor’s estate 
and effects, and manager of his business, On December 17, at the first 
general meeting of creditors, resolutions were duly passed for liquidation by 
arrangement, and Puckett was duly appointed trustee. 

8. On December 6, an interim order was made, on the application of the 
debtor and receiver, restraining further proceedings under the sale until after 
December 14. 

9. On the 8th of December Freeman’s solicitors received from the solicitor 
of the debtor and receiver a telegram as follows:—‘ Bill of sale holder 
sells to-morrow, Will you consent to an order that the whole of plant 
be sold and the money paid into court without prejudice ? If so plant can be 
sold as going concern and it will benefit all parties greatly. Reply paid.” To 
this telegram the following reply was sent by Freeman’s solicitors: ‘‘ We have 
no objection to the sale if it is more beneficial and the proceeds are paid into 
court. But it must be distinctly understood that this is without prejudice to 
all our client’s rights and remedies,” 

10. The arrangement thus assented to was carried out in good faith between 
the parties. The sale was held, the property sold, and after paying Washing- 
ton his debt and costs (including costs of sale) there remained the sum of 
£54 4s, 6d. as the net proceeds of the sale, and which was duly paid into 
court, remain there, and has now to be disposed of upon this motion, 

Mr. West, on behalf of the trustees, took a preliminary objection to the validity 
of the eligit issued on the 15th of November, on the ground that, it appearing 
that the original judgment was for £74 17s., and the elegit only for £53 19-., 
the elegit ought to show on its faces how the difference between £74 17s. and 
£53 19s, has been satisfied, and cited as his authority the case of Sherwood v. 
Clark (15 M. & W. 764). The answer was that, as appears from the second 


yaragraph of Molony’s affidavit, the £53 19s, was described as the balance due 
on the faa ent, Bat the original writ was not produced, and the amoant 
lodged with the sheriff, which was produced, desoribed the writ as indorsed to 
levy £53 .194, and £2 Qs. costs, without more. I did not decide this technical 


question, preferring to hear and decide upon the merite, Of course the objec- 
tion mise t 


s open to the trustee, 
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Upon the merits, it was contended by Mr. Ringmead on behalf of 
Freeman that the actual seizure by the sheriff on the 16:h of November 
was effectual to bind the interest of the debtor in the goods seized, whether 
that interest was legal or equitable, and that therefore, on the 16th of 
November, by force of that seizare; Freeman became a secured creditor 
within section 16, sub-section 5, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. No 
authority was cited by Mr, Ringmead in support of that contention, 
The authorities he cited were confinei to cases which establish that an 
equitable execution may be obtained by the appointment of a receiver on an 
application founded on the judgment, whether an elegit has been issued or 
not, and that such an application may be made ex parte. An elegit, it must 
be remembered, is 8 common law writ, and empowers the sheriff to seiza 
the lands or goods of the debtor within his bailiwick which are at law the 
lands or goods of the debtor, bat none other. If in this case the sheriff 
had seized and extended the goods of the debtor, and completed all the 
proceedings necessary for giving Freeman the right to acquire them under 
the elegit, the acts of the sheriff would have been wrongful as against 
Washington, who was the legal owner of the goods, and he might have 
recovered from the sheriff the value in trover. And so if, after the sheriff 
having had notice of Washington’s title to the goods under the bill of sale, 
Freeman had ruled the sheriff to return the writ, the sheriff would have 
returned, and rightly retarned, nulla bona. The attempt to treat the sheriff's 
seizare under the ¢/egit as equivalent to equitable execution is an extensioa 
of the doctrine whicb, as judge of an inferior court, I have no authority to 
make. In the reply to the telegram of the 8th of December the solicitors care- 
fully reserved their rights and remedies; bot as the act of bankruptey had 
been already committed by the debtor, of which they had notice, and a 
receiver had been appointed, any attempt to obtain equitable execution by 
an application founded on the judgment would have been futile, and there- 
fore was prudently, as I conceive, not made. The case of Salt v. Cooper 
(L. R, 16 Ch. D. 544), a more recent decision than any cited by Mr. Ring- 
mead, is an authority which clearly and moat usefally states ani illas- 
trates the law upon the novel ard somewhat puzzling questions which 
have arison ont of the recent exhumation of the long-baried and sup- 
posed to be defunct and obsolete writ of e/egit used as an execution by a 
creditor of the goods and chattels of a debtor. 

Mr. West’s contention upon the merits was that, guoad any interest of the 
debtor in the goods seized by the sheriff which might remain after satisfy- 
ing the debt and costs recoverable under the bill of sale, the execution 
was 8 nullity, and that such equitable interest as the debtor might have 
could only be reached by the appointment of a receiver, to be made apon 
an application under the jadgment for that purpose, and I think that con- 
tention right. 

The mction will therefore be refused, and the costs will follow the event, 
unless the parties have arranged otherwise. 





SaLisBuRY. 
(Before Mr. Sergeant Tinpat AtKinson, Judge.) 
Dec. 5.—West v. South-Western Railway Company. 


Delay on delivering goods—Absence of special contract—Reasonable 
time in for delivery. 

His Honovr, in giving judgment in this case said :— 

The plaintiff in this action carries on the basiness of a gardener in Salisbury, 
and he seeks to recover from the defendants the sum of £15, for damages 
resulting from a breach of their duty as common carriers, in delaying the 
delivery of four boxes of potatoes intended for competition for a prize to be 
given at the International Exhibition held at the Crystal Palace, Sydenham, 
in May of this year. The facts proved at ths hearing were that one King, 
a carrier, was employed by the plaintiff to forward the potatoes to the exhibi- 
tion, and that for that purpose he made inquiries at the office of Messrs. 
Chaplin & Horne, who carry on the business of carriers and agents to railway 
companies, on Saturday, the 17th of September, when, if the packages were 
sent that day, they would reach the Crystal Palace, and was told by a clerk 
in their office that they would arrive on Monday morning following. Oa this 
assurance King delivered them on the part of the plaintiff, on the Saturday 
morning, saying at the same time that the potato:s were for the exhibition, 
und that it took place on the Tuesday following. ‘The defendants admit the 
delivery on the Saturday, and that the packages did not arrive at the show 
until nine o'clock on Tuesday morning. The mode of forwardiog — 
by the defendants to stations on the Brighton and South Coast Rail- 
way, of which the Crystal Palace is one, is when they arrive at the 
defendants’ central goods station at Nine Elms, ia London, te 
convey them by cart to the Brighton Company's station at Bsr. 
mondsey to be forwarded. In the present instance the plaintiff's 
packages reached Londoa late on Saturday night, and Sunday intervening, 
they were taken to the Brighton Company on the Monday morning, and 
were by that company delivered on the Tuesday morning at nine o'clock, bar 
too late for the purpose for which the plaintiff had sent them. —_ these 
facts, Mr. Powning contended, at the hearing on the part of the defendants, 
that the contract for carriage being made with Chaplin & Horne, the 
action had been wrongly brought agaiost the present defendants and that 
the plaintiff must be non-suited, bat th's is answered by the fact that the 
defendants have made out and delivered a debit note against the plaiatii's 
agent, King, in theirown name and have received the money for the carriage, 
theit way-billalso describing him as the consignor, the fact being, as 
exteasively known, that Chaplin & Horne act as collecting agents for most 
the large railways. Nos contract was made for the carriage in this 
and the only question in the ease is—was there annecessary delay on the 
the defendants in the transit? It must be observed that a carrier is not, 
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absence of a special contract, bound to deliver the goods intrusted to him 
within any given time, but only withia a time which is reasonable, having 
regard to all the circumstances of the case. Taylor v. The Great Northern 
Railway Company (L. R.1 C. P. 385. In giving judgment, Erle, C.J., in 
that case said:—‘‘I think a common carrier’s duty t» deliver safely has 
nothing to do with the time of delivery: that is a matter of contract, and 
when there is no express contract there is an implied contract to deliver within 
a reasonable time, and that I take to mean a time within which the carrier 
can deliver using all reasonable exertions.” In the same case it was said by Mr. 
Justice Montague Smith, ‘‘ Common carriers do indeed insure to this extent, 
that they wi'l safely and securely carry the goods, but not to the extent of 

aranteeing their arrival at any particular time,” A specified time of 
apivery, according to the decision in the above case, and by which decision I 
am, sitting as a judge in an inferior court, governed, must be the subject of 
contract ; and whether there was, or was not, a special contract to carry 
the four packages to the exhibition by the Monday following the delivery on 
the Saturday, is the question the answer to which must govera the present 
inquiry. With regard to what was the reel contract entered into by the 
carriers’ clerk with King, the agent of the plaintiff, what actually took place 
is of importance. It must be assumed that the clerk was not aware, beyond 
the mere fact cf the exhibition being held at the Crystal Palace as an agri- 
cultural show, of the special circumstance that prizes were to be awarded to 
the successful competitors, and, unless it was distinctly brought home to his 
knowledge that the gcods were purposely sent for that object—that is, the 
chance of obtaining a prize—there is no contract by the defendants to carry 
the goocs sent within a given time, Lut only with the ordinary practice 
end course of the defendants’ business. The sssurance of the clerk when 
the inquiry was made by the plaintiff’s agent on the Saturday that the 
packages would reaeh the exhibition by the Monday morning was, it 
appears to me, only the expression of a belief on his part that they woald do so, 
and although he was told that the contents of the packages were intended 
for the exhibition on Tuesday, no intimation was given that the 
object of sending them was to compete for a prize, and that 
unless they arrived there on the Monday the plaintiff would 
te deprived of his chance. ‘*Tue law as it is to be found in 
the reported cases has fluctuated,” says Cockburn, C.J., in giving judgment in 
Simpson v. North-Western Railway Company (1 Q. B. D. 274), but the prin- 
ciple is now settied that whenever either the object of the sender is specially 
brought to the zotice of the cariier, or circumstances Jare known to the 
carrier from which the object ooght in reason to be inferred, so 
that the object may be taken to have been within the contemplation of 
both partie, damages may te recovered for the natural cons: quences of the 
failure of that object.” I am of opinion that the special circumstances of 
prizes being given at tle exhibition to succe:sful competitors was not known 
by the clerk of the carrier, or that it could fairly be inferred he did know the 
facts so as to make it part of a special contract to deliver the goods on the 
Monday for that purpose, and the only question that remains is, was there an 
unreasonable delay ? Looking at the facts as a jury,I cannot come to the con- 
elosion that in this case there was. The goods were delivered on the Saturday 
and forwarded to London on the same day, and delivered on the Monday to 
the Brighton Company, and by them delivered on the Tuesday morning, and 
it is clear that in the absence of a guarantee or a contract to deliver within a 
specified time that a carrier is not bcund to neglect all other business to deliver 
a parcel out of the ordinary course of is business, and a delay in the delivery 
ofa parcel, in the atsence of a special contract, of twenty-four hours can 
scarcely be said to be unreasonable. In this case the verdict must be entered 
for the defendants, but inasmuch as the plaintiff’s agent was misled by the 
elerk’s assurznce that the goods would be delivered by the Monday, I think i 
is a case in which he should not be visited with costs. 

Nodder, for the plaintiff. 

Powning, for the defendants. 


Swansza. 
(Before B. T. Wirttams, Eeq., Q.C., Judge.) 
March 14.—Jones v. Hugglestone and Others (The Trustees of the “ W. E. 
Gladstone” Lodge of Ancient Order of Shepherds.) 

Davies (Evans & Davics), for the plaintiff, ani 

7. Brown Richords, for the defendants. 

His Hoxovr, in giving jadgment, said:—This action Las been brought by | 
the plaintiff to recover the eum of £17, the value of honseh»ld furniture, and | 
other goods, alleged to have been illegally converted by the defendants. | 
Thomas Merriam was the treasurer of a rgistered friendly society, and he as 
sch treasurer had in his hands money belonging to the society to the amount | 
of £25 19s. 834. Thereupon proceedings were taken against him under the 
Friendly Societies Act, 1875, 8.20, to r-cover this sum, and a warrant to raise 
it by a seizare and sale of bis goods was issued by the stipendiary magistrate 
of Swansea. The warrant was dated on the 16ch of June, and it was put into 
execution on the17th. Onthe 2tthof June, whilethe officers of the law were 
in possession, the plaintiff, who was Merriam’s landlord, distrained for rent 
due upon the goods that were then in theircastody. The goods were after. 
wards sold under the magistrate’s warrant, and the plaintiff, the landlord, 
secks in this action to recover damages in trover or for the convers'on of these 
goods, Even assuming that he had made a legal distress, it is 
perfectly clear that he is not entitled to succeed. It is well 

blished that s Jandlord who has distrained upon goods cannot 
ptein trover for them, for he has no property in them, but has them 
| as a B eg with « power to sell by statute (Mcuceuz v. Gorcham, 
wyn's Nisi Pring, 1303, and other cases collected in 2 W. Saund., 89, 
the note to Wilbraham ¢, Brow). In addition to thet there was in this 
6 legal distress. The goods when they were distrained upon on the 








24th of Jane were then in the oustody of the law, and not distrainable by 
the landlord (Peacock vy. Purvis, 2 B. & B., Wharton v. Naylor, 12 Q. B.). 
Whatever rigbts the landlord has with reference to goods seized in execation 
are determined by the atatute 9 Anne (and Anne c. 14, 8. 1), which entitles 
him to the payment of rent due not exceeding in the whole a year’s rent 
before they are removed. It is diffionlt to decide whether sub-section 7 
of section 15 of the Friendly Societies Act of 1875 inclades a laudlord’s 
distr«as, and if it does how far the. landlord’s right under the Statate of 
Anne is affected by the provisions of that sub-section, The Legislature has 
left these points in the greatest possible vagueness, and I have been able to 
find no authority throwing any light upon them, but in thid case I need 
not consider them, as I am clearly of opinion, on the first two gronnds, that 
the plaintiff ia not entitled to succeed in this action. I give judgment for 
the defendants with costs and with solicitors’ fees. 





SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held on Wednesday, May 10, at the Law Iostitution, Chancery-lane, 
the following directors being present:—Mr. Rickman in the chair; Messrs. 
Asker (Norwich), Brook, Harris (Leicester), Hedger, Hunter, Keen, Mel- 
lersh (Godalming), Pennington, Rose, Smith, Styan, Walters, and Wool- 
bert (Mr. Eiffe, secretary). A sum of £350 was distributed in grantd of 
relief to necessitons solicitora and their widows and fanilies, fourteen 
new members were added to thé association, and other general basiness 


transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE Exautnarion, Aprit, 1882. 
The following candidates were euccessfal at the Intermediate Examination 


held on the 27th of April, 1882 :— 


Adkins, Frederick William 
Allerton, Albert Charles 
Anderson, Herbert Simpson Edward 
Atkinson, William Ernest 
Avery, Arthur Robinson 
Baddeley, Thomas Webb, B.A. 
Baldwin, Percy 

Barker, William 

Barningham, Thomas 

Barnes, Arthur William 

Bell, John Corrin 

Bennetts, John Messer 

Benson, Harry 

Bertie, Charles Henry 

Birkett, Alexander Watson 
Bishop, William 

Boone, Edward Hugh 


| Bowen, Alfred Edward 


Bowen, Frederick Shorthouse 

Bradbury, Jobn Abraham 

Bradshaw, Howard 

Brooke, James Lane 

Burch, Horace Ralph, B.A, 

Bargh, Alexander Averil Hussey de 
Burnicle, James Fleck 

Calley, Henry Jesse 

Calman, Samuel James Whitaker 

Carr, Edward Robert 

Cather, John . 

Catterall, Frederic Peter 

Checkley, William Camwell 
Narke, Percy 

Clementson, Herbert 


| Cliff, Roland Benjamin 


Colenutt, George William 
Compton, James 
Cook, 8am 
Cooke, Philip Barrett 
Coppock, Joseph Stoyle 
Coward, Charles Grafton 
Crawford, Robert Payne 
Crosfield, Sydney Morland 
Cross, Charles Bedford 
Cunliffe, Robert Ellis, B, A. 
Catts, George Wintriogham 
Daiotrey, Ernest Charles 
ale. Charles Al 
Dat 7 Joseph 
arby, James Josep 
Davidson, Allen Herbert 
Dean, Arthur Henry 
Dennis, Robert 





Devonshire, Robert Llewellyn 

Dinn, Alfred George 

Dobinson, William, B.A. 

Duckworth, Hepsley Crabtree 

Darell, James Philip, M.A. 

Eland, Frederic Ernest 

Ellis, Julian Augustus 

Eltoft, Harry 

Fell, Francis James 

Fisher, Herbert John 

Fisher, William, B.A. 

Fletcher, John Lowther 

Foster, Walter 

Fowler, John 

Franklin, Francis Sydaey Herte-t 

Freeland, Francis George 

Fry, Charles 

Gandell, Thomas Pearse 

Gardiner, Douglas William 

Garner, Thomas 

Gasquet, Louis 

Geach, George Chambers 

George, David Arthur Scale 

Gibson, Edward James 

Goodden, John Henry 

Gorton, Walter Frederick 

Grabam, Arthur Lionel 

Greenwood, John 

Gyles, Charles Sidney George 

Hall, John Roberts 

Harrod, Henry Dawes 

Harrison, Frank Ormerod 

Hay, William Thomas 

Haynes, John 

Hellier, Edward William 

Heonels, Walter 

Henson, John Rossell, B.A, 

Hertelet, Frank 

Hewison, Artbor Edward 

Hill, Arthur Norman 

Hirst, Edward Theodore, B.A, 

Hockin, Philip Roe « 

Holdich, Thomas White 

Holdway, Geoffrey Fynes 

Hooper, John Edmund 

Hosking, Edgar 

Howell, Alexander Nathaniel Yatman 
ughes, Pern lton 


ld J 
Jenkins, .< Bevan 
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Jolm, Thomas 


| Prior, Henry Granger 
Jonas, George John Beynon | Pritchard, Thomas William, B.A. 


Rhodes, Sydney, B.A, 

Richards, John Richards 

Rickards, Samuel Wortley 

Robinson, George Thomas Preston 

Robinson, Thomas Wallace 

Kent, Robert ; Robson, George Potts 

Kiogdom, Frederick William Worth-| Radd, John William, B.A. 
ington Ryall, Frederick 

Kinneir, Walter Henr Salaman, Ernest Seymour 

Kinsey, Thomas Evans Morris Scotts, William Nicholas Mercer 

Lamb, Arthur Seddon, Thomas 

Lancaster, Turner Sefton, John 

Langbam, Arthur Cuthbert Seldon, William Edward 

Lawton, George Fearns Shortt, Walter Charles Jam-s 

Lazarus, Edward Shote, James Asbley Binford 

Leader, George Gardner | Simpson, Harry Edward 

Lee, Turner Smitb, Charles Janes 

Lendon, Frederick Dickes Smith, William Joseph 

Lewis, Walter Lauriston Smith, William Thomas Arandel 


Jones, Thomas Baker 
Jones, William Thornton 
Jobb, Herbert Samuel 
Keith, Angus Cecil 
Kent, Benjamin 








Lilley, Arthur Palmer ‘Spink, Albert Henry 
Linnell, William Arnold Spink, Frederic Walter 
Little, Henry James Sprigge, John Joshua 
Lowe, Sydaey Armeria | Stephenson, William 
Mainwaring, Charles Agnew | Stewart, Charles James, B.A. 
Maitland, Edward | Stokes, Reginald Sewell 
Marcus, Herbert Jcha Taylor, Frank 

Marcus, Herman William | Taylor, Gerald 

Markland, Thomas Wild Taylor, Reuben Price 

Mason, George Stewart | Thomas, John Llewelyn Pugh 
Mattocks, Edward Richard |Thompson, Arthur Holt 

Maynard, Edmund Gregory Thompson, Simon Frederick 
McAnulty, Bartholomew Timbrell, Andrew William 

McGuire, George Tuckett, Richard Clapson 

Mearns, John Patrick Turner, Arthur 

Mercer, Edmund | Turner, Ckarles Hastings 

Miller, Hubert William Tyrrell, Harry Richard 

Minett, Charles Ferdinand Underhill, John Edward, B.A. 
Mirams, Arthor | Upton, Edmund 

Mitchell, John Hanson Urmston, Arthur Brabazon 

Morgan, Fitzroy John | Waddington, James Charles 
Morrison, Frank Cecil Wallis, Arthur Thomas 

Nalder, Charles Nelme Walsh, Juhn Ernest 

Newenham, Frederick George | Ward, Arthar Egerton Neville 
Nerwich, Edward Philip Warner, John 

Nicholson, John Spoursa | Waters, Stanley Edward 

Oakshott, Leigh Hunter | Watson, Edgar Henry 

Onslow, Artbur Herbert | Watts, Walter 

Owen, Daniel | Webb, Robert Hervey 

Peacock, Anthony Fawcett Webber, Alexander Herbert, M.A. 
Pearce, George Samuel | Wilks, George Stringer 

Pellatt, Daniel | Willcocks, George William Hamilton 
Pemberton, Cyril Warner Lee | Williams, Frank Harold 
Pethybridge, Henry Madge | Williams, Laurence Gardner 
Phillips, Charles, B.A. | Wilson, Thomas Watson 

Platts, Arthur | Winder, Reuben 

Pollitt, James Burton | Wood, Edwin 

Pope, Walter Henry | Woodforde, Herbert Chamb>rlaine 
Powles, Arthur Henry, B.A. | Wray, George Aaron 

Pratt, William 








Finat Examination, 1882, 
The following candidates were successful at the Final Examinatio: held 


Harrison, William Robert 
Harvey, Frederick 

Harward, Lionel 

Havers, Daniel 

Hill, George Murray, B.A, 
Hodgkinson, Thomas Mather 
Hooper, William Frederick 
Hudson, John William 

Haff, Richard William Wolley 
Hunt, Edward Allen 
Jackson, Thonas Ormandy 
James, Harold Bee 

Lane, Arthur Bruce 

Leake, Richard Henry 
Lomas, George Edward 

Lord, Arthur Drummond 
Loxdale, Reginald James Raca 
Loxley, John Wakefield 

Low, Frederick Percy 
McKenna, Joseph P. 
Macmaster, Robert McChayne 
Male, Henry, B.A., LL.M. 
Marsland, John 

Martiv, James 

Nash, Foster Harry Okey, B.A. 
Neild, William Edward 
Nelham, Thomas Ambrose 
Owen, Hugh Beauchamp 
Paul, Nicholas 

Paxon, Gerard 

Phillips, Charles 

Philpin, John Ostler 
Phythian, John Ernest 
Plummer, Joseph William 


| Preston, Richard 
Price, Thomas 
| Radcliffe, Frederick Morton 
Ramsbottom, William 
Randolph, Francis Sherlock 
Reece, Charles Howard Augustin 
Richardson, William 
Robinson, Andrew 
Rodyk, Alexander Percy 
Rowbotham, Edward 
Sayer, William Latimer 
| Simpson, Francis Delafosse, B. A. 
| Smith, William Barberow 
; Spalding, Herbert Etheridge, B.A. 
Spreat, Sydney George 
Steed, Joshaa George 
Stunt, Alfred 
Symes, Gustavus Prelps, B.A. 
| Taylor, Edward Kemp 
Thomson, William 
Thorp, Septimus Jame 
Vince, William Bernard 
Walker, Charles Robert 
Wansboroxgh, Henry. Reginil! 
Wari, Arthur Joha Haaslig 
Ward, Joha Beraari 
Ward, John Wesnzy 
Ware, John Tathan 
Williams, Reynold 
Williams, Roderic Lloyd 
Wilson, Henry 
; Wilson, John 
Woods, Herbert 
Young, Henry Jaltian Waring 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At a meeting of this society, held at Clement’s-ion Hall, on Weinesday, 
May 10, Mr. H. J. Brown in the chair, the following motion was brought 
forward by Mr. Rundle-Levey :—‘‘ That legislation providing for the plea- 
sures of the people is needed.” He was supported in the affirmative by 
Messrs. Brown and Kiloart, and opposed by Messrs. Tillotson, Shirley, 
Smith, and Collyer. The opener then replied, and on the motion being put 
to the meeting the votes were equal. The chairman then gave his casting 
vote against the motion. 





OBITUARY. 


MR, HENRY WOODFORDE, 

Mr. Henry Woodforde, solicitor, died at his residence, Ansford Villa, 
Clevedon, on the 23rd ult., at the age of seventy-four, Mr. Woodforde 
was born in 1808, and was admitted a solicitor in 1829. He had carried on 
business for very many years at Clevedon, his practice being one of the 
largest in the town. He wasa perpetual commissioner for Somersetahire 
and Bristol, and he had been for several years clerk to the Clevedon 
Local Board. He took an active part in all schemes for the improvement 
of the town, and he was for many years churchwarden of Clevedsn 
Parish. 





MR, TASWELL THOMPSON, 
Mr, Taswell Thompson, solicitor, late of Salters’ Hall, died at Southamp- 





on the 25th and 26th of April, 1882 :— 


Abdale, John George 

Barclay, John 

Barrett, Sydney Blenkarne 
Baces, Stuart Frederick 
Betham, Alfred Albert Arthur, B.A. 
Bennett, Charles Frederick 
Beresford, Edward Aden, B.A. 
Berry, Walter Graham 

Bird, Oswald 

Boare, Edward 

Boddeley, Rowland Frank 
Bond, Henry Kendall, B.A. 
Boorman, Frederick Wm. 
Boynton, Walter Griffith 
Brain, Sydney 

Buchanan, Frank 


Colyer, William, Alexander 

Dale, William Halsted 

‘Danby, Edward Thomas 

| Daniel, Henry Rowland 
| Dawbarn, Thomas Richards 
Deane, Edgar Ernest 
Elliott, Joseph, B.A, 

Emmett, Edward Frederick Peter 
Etheredge, Edward Robert Porter 
Farlow, Jobn King 

Fearn, William Frederick 

Fincb, Henry Hales 

Foster, Walter Henry 

Frearson, William 

Gamble, Johu 
| Gardner, Edgar Frederis 


Buckley, Geoffrey Joseph Bulkeley, | Gissing, Algernon Frederick 


B.A. 
rine fy John Georgs 
Cann, il Danning, B.A. 


Carr, Frank Joseph 
Chadwick, Lloyd 

Cleaver, old Jeffries 
Colborite, George Franeté, B.A, 


Collier, Alfred... 
Collyer, Frederick Charles 


Gough, George Isaac 
Granger, Edward Henry 
Greenwel!, William Frede:ick 
Griffiths, Arthur Edward 
Gutteridge, Albert 
Hall, Frederick William 
| Hannay, William Charles 
arling, Fred 


‘Harnett, Alfred Otho 








ton on the 18th ult. in his eighty-first year. Mr. Thompson was the youngest 
son of Mr. Ebenezer Thompson, and was born in 1802. He was admitted a 
solicitor about the year 1824, and practi-ed for about fifty years at 3, Salters’ 
Hall-court, Cannon-street, He was formerly in partnership with Mr. William 
Ventris Field (now a jadge of the Queen’s Bench Division) and with Mr. 
George Debenham. His practice was a large and important ene, and his firm 
| have been for many years solicitors to the New River Company, Mr, Thomp- 


| son was also for a long time clerk to the Salters’ Company. He retired from 


| 


| practice about eight years ago, and had since been resident at Southampton, 








| MR. EDWARD BILLETT JENNINGS. 

| Mr. Edward Billett Jennings, solicitor (the head of the firm of Jennings, 
| Son, & Burton), of 17, Gracechurch-street, and Burton-upon-Tren’, died 
| at Burton on the 6th inst, Mr. Jennings was born in 1830, He was admitted 
| a solicitor in 1852, and he had been for many years in partnership at Burtoa- 
upon-Trent with his son, Mr, Francis James Jennings (who was admitted a 
solicitor in 1880), and with Mr, George Burton, the firm having also a Lon- 
don office, He was a notary public, aad perpetual commissiouer for London, 
Westminster, Middlesex, Staffordshire, and Derbyshire. 


MR, HERBERT BROOM, LL.D. 


Mr. Herbert Broom, barrister, LL.D, died at The Priory, Hh, Kent 
on the Zod inst. Hé was the son of bef Herbert Broom, of 
He was born in 1815, and was educated at THaity College, Cam bridge, 
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he graduated as a wrangler in 1837. He was called to the bar at the Ioner 
Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1840, and was formerly a member of the Home 
Cirenit. Ue is best known to the profession as having held for very many 
years the post of Reader in Common Law at the Inner Temple. His work on 
“ Le ims” has a very wide circulation, having long been an established 
text-book for students. He was also the author of ‘‘Commentaries on the 
Common Law.” Mr. Broom was married to a daughter of the late Mr. John 
Thomson, of Halifax. 


MR. JOHN CLEAVE. 


Mr. John Cleave, solicitor, of Hereford, who was one of the oldest 
solicitors in England, died at Hereford, on the 7th inst., in his ninety- 
first year. Mr. Cleave was born in 1792. He was educated at Tiverton 
School, and he was articled to the late Mr. Henry Karslake, of Regent- 
street. He was admitted a solicitor in 1813. He was associated with 
the firm of Bissett & Woollaston, of Hereford, first as a clerk and 
then as a ena but for many years he had carried on business alone. 
He bad a large and important practice in Hereford and the surrounding 
district. He was a perpetual commissioner for Herefordshire, and in 1836 
he was appointed, by the late Lord Somers, Lord-Lieutenant of Herefordshire, 
to be clerk of the peace for that county, and he held that office until his death. 
He was also clerk to the lieutenancy for that county, He was formerly a 
member of the Hereford Town Council, and in 1835 he was mayor of the 
~ Mr. Cleave was buried at the Hereford Cametery oa the 11th 
inst. 





MR. WILLIAM JONES. 


Mr. William Jones, solicitor, late of 7, Crosby-square, died at Glandwyr, 
Dolgelley, on the 8th ult., in his ninetieth year. Mr. Jones was born in 
1792. He was admitted a solicitor about the year 1814, and he was for over 
fifty years in practice at 7, Crosby-square. He hada good private business, 
and he was for a long period vestry clerk of the parish of St. Helen, Bishops- 
gate. For several years he sat in the Court of Common Council, and he 
was subsequently deputy of Bishopsgate Ward. He was one of the ol dest 
members of the Court of Assistants of the Turners’ Company, of which body 
he was master in 1861. Mr. Jones finally retired from practice about ten 
— - His son, Mr. William Halse Gatty Jones was admitted a solicitor 
in 1846. 


—__. 


MR, WILLIAM HEWETT MANLEY. 


Mr. William Hewett Manley, solicitor, died at Bridport, on the 9th inst. 
after a somewhat long illnes:, Mr. Manley was born in 1828. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1850, and he had a very large practice at Bridport. He 
had been for many years registrar of the Bridport County Court (Circuit No. 
55), and he was formerly a town councillor, in which capacity he took a warm 
interest in all municipal business. Mr. Manley was well known fora long time 
as the leading Conservative agent at Bridport. His death was caused by cancer 
of the tongue, and his last illness was an extremely painful one. 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. James Freperick Symonps, solicitor, of Hereford, has been appointed 
by Lord Bateman, Lord-Lieutenant of Herefordshire, to be Clerk of the Peace 
for that county, in succession to the late Mr, John Cleave. Mr. Symonds is 
a magistrate for the city of Hereford. He was admitted a solicitor in 1841, 
and he is also clerk to the lieutenancy for Herefordshire. 


Mr. THomas Joyce, solicitor, of Minehead and Danster, bas been appointed 
Clerk to the Magistrates for the Williton Division of Somersetshire. Mr. Joyce 
was admitted a solicitor in 1877. 


Mr. Epwarb Pav TOLtER, solicitor, of Kettering and Uppingham, has 
_— —— a Commissioner to administer Oaths ia the Sugreme Court of 
icature. 


Mr. Witt1sm Dawes, solicitor, clerk of the peace for the borough of Rye, 
has been elected Clerk tothe Rye Harbour Commissioners, in succession to Mr 
George Slade Butler, deceased. 


Mr. Tuomas Frooks, solicitor, of Sherborne, has been elected President 
of the new Dorsetshire Law Society. Mr. Ffooks was admitted a solicitor 


= 1841. He is clerk of the peace and clerk to the lieutenancy for Dorsct- 
shire. 


Mr. Henry Joun Grpney, solicitor, late of 46, Finsbury-circus, has been 
tlected Clerk to the Aylsham Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, and 
Rural Sanitary Authority, and Superintendent Registrar for the district. Mr. 
Gidney was admitted a solicitor in 1878. 


Mr. Cuantes Brows Suit, solicitor (of the firm of Thorne, Smith, & 
Thorne), of Wolverhampton, has been _— solicitor to the Wolverhamp- 
ton School Board, in succession to Mr, Henry Underhill, deceased. Mr. Smith 
was admitted a solicitor in 1866, 

Mr. Sauvex Lewis, barrister, has been appointed a Member of the L agis- 


lative Council of the Colony of Sierra Leone, Mr. Lewis was called to the ba 
at the Middle Temple ia Michaelmas Term, 1871. str 


COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jomnt Stock ComPanizs, 
Liitgp in CHANCERY. i 

Atyn Bang Coan anp Cannet Company, Liwirep.—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Robert Cockburn Millar, 32, India st, Edinburgh. June 22 at 12 is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims Ate 

DerweEn Deo Pannot Gwyn Copper AND LEAD MininG Company, Limitep.—Petition 
for winding up, presented May 11, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on May 
20. Hodding, Chancery lane, solicitor for the petitioners 

German Date Corree Company, Liuitgp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 
29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Horace Woodburn Kirby, 4, Coleman st. July 20 at 12 is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating en the debts and claims 

KEIGHLEY HERALD NEwsPAPER Company, LimitEp.—Chitty, J., has fixed May 22 at 12, 
at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Sranparp Crepit Company, LimitEp.—By an order made by Hall, V.C., dated May 5, 
it was ordered that the company be wound up, Solomon, Finsbury pavement, 
solicitor for the petitioner 

Gazette, May 12. | 


[ 
SrrawAn AnD Company, LimitED.—Chitty, J., has fixed May 24 at 11, at his chambers, 
for the appointment of an official liquidator 
[ Gazette, May 16.] 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Porrertrs, SHREWSBURY, AND NortH Watzs Rattway Company.—Fry, J., has fixed 
May 26 at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official a 
(Gazette, May 16. ] 
FRIENDLY Socreties DIssoLveD. 
eo GLANSWERN, ANCIENT OgDER OF ForzEstERs, Efel Fach, Berriew, Montgomery. 
ay 4 
MitcHELDEAN BENErit Society, George Hotel, Mitcheldean, Gloucester. May 5 
West Cows British Workman, High st, West Cowes, Isle of Wight. May 6 
Gazette, May 12.] 
Frirnpiy Socrery, the School, Stanton under Bardon, Leicester. May 11 
Society or Goop FeLtLowsuiP, Wheatsheaf Inn, Ailsworth, Northampton. May 12 
[ Gazette, May 16. ] 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


LAST DAY OF PROOF. 

CuLutrorp, Taomas, Woolston, Southampton, Hotel Keeper, May 31. Barford v 
Culliford, Fry, J. Paris, Southampton 

Datuisson, JouN, Warwick pl, St Luke. June 8, Dallisson v Howitt, Hall, V.C. 
Lewis and Sons, Wilmington sq , 

Far.ey, Janz, Ramsgate. May 30. Coveney v Sondes, Chitty, J. Gray, Ludgate hill 

Forstrr, THomas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Solicitor. May 26, Brownlow v Forster, 
Chitty, J. Cotton, St Martin’s-le-grand 

Ho.urer, Aticr, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Hotel Proprietor. May18, Coles v Wheeler, 
Chitty, J. Blake, Newport 

— Joun, Caron, Cardigan, Gent. Junel. Jones v Lewis, Bacon, V.C. Lloyd, 

ampeter 

uienteen, Marx, Fernhead rd, Harrow rd, Esq. May 23, Ives v Markwick, Chitty, 

J. Christmas, Walbrook 
[ Gazette, May 2. | 


Baker, Georcr, Cranbourn st, Leicester sq, Dealer in Fine Arts. June 6, Baker v 
Baker, Hall, V.C. Yarde and Loader, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn 

——. et, Grange rd, Bermondsey. June 19. Poole v Barrow, Hall, V.C. Mote, 
Walbroo! 

Brrcuatt, EvtEx, Swansea. June 17. Garland v Bath, Fry, J. Budd, Austin Friars 

Camp, Epwarp, Blenheim st, Oxford st, Carman. June 2, Camp v Camp, Chitty, J. 
Powell, Old Burlington st : 

Coe, Ee Colchester, Hatter, June 15, Cattermole v Clubb, Hall, V.C, Wittey, 
Colchester 

Coutins, Saran Ann, Chippenham terrace, Paddington, June 2. Lloyd v Head, 
Bacon, V.C. Lamb, Old Jewry 

FaitHFc.i, Marearet, Brighton, and GeorGe FrepEricx Paince Sutton, Coleman 
st. June 2. Hardwick v Sutton, Chitty, J. Etherington, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hawkxriys, Caartes, Brighton, Photographic Artist, May 23. Hawkins vy Hawkins, 
Hall, V.C. Woods and Dempster, Brighton : 

Lya.t, Joun, Les Terres, Guernsey, Esq. May 30, Lyall v Fraser, Chitty, J. Sum- 
merhays, Gresham House, Old Broad st 

Neatz, Puitir, Wootton Rivers, Wilts, Gentleman. May 27. Neale v Deadman, Bacon, 
V.C. Barnes, Lambourn 

Reprern, Wiittam, Findern, Derby, Gentleman. May 20. Redfern v Moore, Hall, 
V.C. Argyle, jun, Tamworth 

Rypgr, Henry Rozpert, Hove, Devon, Shipwright, and Exizaneta Ryper, May 2. 
Ryder v. Avent, Hall, V.C, Wilson, Plymouth 

[ Gazette, May 5.] 


Fieminc, Artuur Cectt, Berwick st, Pimlico, Gentleman, June 6, Fleming v Mac- 
donald, Chitty, J. Simpson, Tunbridge Wells 

Geta, WILLIAM, Frantwell, Shrewsbury, Builder. May 26, Gethin v Thomas, Hall, 
V.C, Nutsey, Shrewsbury 

SLocompg, Witu1aM, St John’s villas, Upper Holloway, Gentleman. Junel. Deacon 
v Harbison, Bacon, V.C. Sandeman, Northampton sq, Clerkenwell 

HarGreave, Joun, Barnsley, York, Master of the Grammar School. June], Har- 
greave v Stanley, Bacon, V.C. Bond, Barnsley 

Koa, pean Bexley, Kent, Baker. June7, King vjKing, Chitty, J. Haywood, 
Dartfor¢ 

Lioyp, ave Janz, Bath. May 27, Hodgens v Wilton. Bacon, V.C, Adams, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

a eo FrieipinG, Leicester, Contractor. June 12. Moore v Hallam, Fry, J. Place, 
ueicester ‘ 

Picaix, Wit11am, Hose, Leicester, Gentleman, June 15. Swift Smith, Hall, V.C. 
Latham and New, Melton Mowbray ; 

Royston, TxHomas, Howden, York, Farmer, June 3. Green v Cogan, Chitty, J. 


Green, Howden, 
| Gazette, May 9.] 


Awprew, Josrrn, Germoe, Cornwall, June 9. Andrew v Nicholls, Chitty, J, Tyacke, 
Helston 

Crarke, Fanny, Stony Stratford, Buckingham, June 9, Sedding v Revill, Chitty, J. 
Parrott, Stony Stratford . 

Cuarke, WittlaM, Stony Stratford, Buckingham, Innkeeper. June 9, Sedding Vv 
Revill, Chitty, J: Parrott, Stony Stratford 





Cummins, Joun, Leeds, Innkeeper, June 12, Lumb v Osburn, Fry, J, Braithwaite, 
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Hats, Suurueep, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s bush, Coach Builder. June 8, Hale v 
Hale, Fry, J. Butler, Holborn Viaduct 
71Lpa, Arthur rd, Brixton. June 5. Wedgerfield vy Robinson, Bacon, V.C. 
and Co, Charterhouse sq i 
Mossy, CaarLorrz, Downham rd, June 7. Payne v Nicholls, Hall, V.C. Pollock, 
Goreng yO Bevel st land. June 7. Pa; Nicholls, Hall, V.C 
BSBY, JOHN, wo! . and, June 7. yne v Nicholls, Hall, V.C. 
Mollock, Gresham House, Old roel st : 
Warnnovuss, Roszkrt, Skircoat, Halifax. June 10, Weeden v Wainhouse, Chitty, J. 
Allen, Bedford row 
Woopwarp, Drarzr BrEwman, Worcester gdns, Sutton, Wine Merchant, June 6. 
Potter y Woodward, Bacon, V.C. Stenning, Aldermanbury 
(Gazette, May 12. | 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


AupiER, Henry, Halifax, Woolstapler. May 27. Rhodes, Halifax 

Baxgr, Octavius, Fawley, Southampton, Miller. Junel. Spence and Co, Hertford 

Barsek, WILLIAM, Moulton, Northampton, Farmer. June 8. Britten and Browne, 
Northampton 

BENNET, ell CatHERrIng Frances, Laleston Cottage, nr Bridgend, Glamorgan. 
June 1. Luard and Shirley, Cardiff 

Boots, CatHERIN®, Tilston, Chester. June 24. Lucas, Wem 

Brooxs, Rrcwarp, Highbridge, Somerset, Yeoman. May 29. Ruscombe and Co, 

rid 


Bridgwater 
Crayton, Cuarzxs, Liverpool. Junel. Jonesand Kitchingman, Liverpool 
Cooxs, Rurgxgt, Duckmanton. June 1. Binney and Co 
Cors, Ricwarp, Malvern, Worcester, Esq. June 10. Hinde and Co, Manchester 
Davipez, JamMzs Kwnort, Evering rd, Clapton, Gent. May 20. Diss, Evering rd, 
Clay 


mn 

Day, Henry, Batley, York. July 1. Chadwick and Sons, Dewsbury 

Fiyyzy, Jouxn Dovatass, Chancery lane, Esq. June 1. Finney and Co, Chancery 
lane 

Fouiett, GkorGr, Margate, Builder. June 1. Follett, Bird in Bush rd, Peckham 

Foster, Henxy, Tollington Park, Holloway, Furniture Dealer. June 1. Head, Cannon 


st 

Foster, RrcHarp, Vauxhall Bridge rd, Pimlico, Licensed Victualler. June 1. Pownall 
and Co, Staple inn, Holborn 

Frost, Mary Any, Birkenhead, Chester. June 13. Masters and Rogers, Liver- 

wienssr, THomas PottErton, Edgware rd, Pharmaceutical Chemist. May 26. Prid- 
ham, John st, Bedford row 

HortinaswortH, Saran, Newport Pagnell, Bucks. June 1, Thomson and Co, Corn- 


hill 

Jzssor, Joun, Derby, Commercial Traveller. June 10, Tyrrell, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s 
inn 

KaremEna, Samm, Commercial rd East, Licensed Victualler. June 8. Thomson and 


Co, Corn 

LANCASTER, Josgru, Brighton, Esq. June 21. Williamson and Co, Sherborne lane 

Lovs, rot ae Negtson, Norwood, Surrey, Esq. June 5. Morgan and Harrison, Old 
Jewry chmbrs 

McLz0p, Gzorcse Mors, Byrne, Natal, South Africa. May 30. Watney and Co, Cle- 
ment’s lane, Lombard st 

Mertuior, Goprrey, Blackpool, Lancaster, Gent. May 31. Meller, Holmfirth 

PERxIn, James, Leftwich, Chester, Gent. June30. Cheshire, Northwich 

Pirxvs, Samson, Birmingham, Warwick, Gent. June1l. Solomon, Birmingham 

Ruopzs, GEorGE Francis, Little Farringdon, Oxford, Farmer. May 24. Jotcham, 
Wanta, 

Renaneele ExizasetH Any, Vauxhall Bridge rd, Pimlico. June 1. 
Staple inn, Holborn 

Royps, JANE, Stokeinteignhead, Devon. June 10. Murray and Co, Birchin lane 

SaunpERs, THomAs, Freemantle, Southampton, Gent, June 1. Pearce and Co, South- 
ampton 

Soermoowne, Evizasetn, Exeter. May 26. Tozer and Co, Exeter 

Sourncoms, WILLIAM THoMas, Baring crescent, near Exeter, Esq. May 26. Tozerand 


Co, Exeter 
[ Gazette, May 2.] 


Pownall and Co, 


Arxinson, JosEPH, Kirkby Ireleth, Lancaster, Yeoman. May29. Butler, Broughton in 
Furness 

Arxrnsoy, Rosert, Colton, Lancaster, Farmer. May 29. Butler, Broughton in Furness 

Batrour, Cxcirt Cuaruzs, Park sq West, Esq. July1. Hughes and Co, Budge row 

BatcuEror, James Uatow, Chepping Wycombe, Bucks, Gent. May 29. Rawson and 
Awdry, Great Marlow 

Brut, EvizasetH, Newland st, Pimlico. June 12, Hughes, Bedford st, Covent garden 

BrapLey, WitL1aM Henry, Sandgate, ™, June 20. Mowll and Mowll, Dover 

BraxsPgar, W1Lt1aM Henry, Henley on Thames, Brewer. June 24. Cooper and Son, 
Henley on Thames 

BripGEwatsER, EvizasetH, Cleckheaton, York. July 1. Wise and Son, Ripon 

Burron, Joun, Adbolton, Nottingham, Farmer. July 1. Burton and Co, Nottingham 

Bratt, Ann, Lo m, Stafford. July3l. Adderley and Marfleet, Longton 

CHAMPION, Anna aki, Stafford st, Old Bond st. June 15. Capron and Co, Conduit st 

Crarxs, Harniet Any, Stretford, nr Manchester. June 30. Brookes, Manchester 

Deut, Samvzt, Bledlow, Bucks, Farmer. May 29. Rawson and Awdry, Great Marlow 

Extiorr, Joun, Sheffield, Farmer. June 15, Wake, Sheffield 

Garpngr, James AntHOoNY, Burrington, Somerset, Retired Captain. June 17. 
Pearson, Bristol 

Gzores, Jonn, Thatcham, Berks, Blacksmith. May 26. Lucas, Newbury 

Gitt, MarGaret, St. John st rd, Clerkenwell. June 24. Naunton, Cheapside 

Saas, Maraaret, Park village East. June 17. Barnard and Co, Lincoln’s inn 

elds 

Havsgut, Mary, Kingston upon Hull. July 1. Thorney, Hull 

Hgatucors, Marra Sopura, Southampton. June 30. Green and Moberly, Southampton 

HowE.1, StgPHEN THOMAS, Ingham, Hereford, Gent. June 17. Coleman, Gloucester 

Hutmgs, Witt14M, Fallowfield, nr Manchester, Gent. July 15. Partington and Allen, 
Manchester 

Hums, Joun James, Westbourne nes rd, Bayswater, Major-General, H.M.’s Indian 
Army. July 1. Chorley and Co, Moorgate st 

a Gszorez, Donnington, nr Newbury, Berks, Gent. May 26. Lucas, 

ew! 

JurFeRy, James, Slough, Bucks. May 24. Owen, Wolverhampton 

Jorpan, Nora Letitia, m Priors, Warwick, June 24, Field and Sons, 
Leam: nm Priors 

Minsx1P, Tomas, Armthorpe, nr Doncaster, Gent. May 20. Wilson, Sheffield 

Morusy, Tomas, Barnsley, York. May 23. Horsfield, Barnsley 

MorsHxap, Rév. Jonn Puitir AnpERson, Salcombe Regis, nr Sidmouth, Devon. June 
19%. 8S ens and Co, Plymouth 

Newman, EvizanetH, Exeter. June 10, Square and Son, Kingsbridge 

Norru, CHARLOTTE, Two Waters, Hertford. June24. Kelley, Gt James st, Bedford row 

Parnk, EvizaBetH Ann, Maidstone. June 14. Scudamore and Brennan, Maidstone 

Prieort, Rev. Witt1AM, Whaddon, Bucks. June 6. Baynes, Aylesbury 

Pym-ReapinG, Gror@ina GratrupR Lort, Hove, Sussex, June 24, 
Hewlett, Brighton 

Rapgr, Saran Marra Croritp, Charles st, Grosvenor sq. June 20, Frere and Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Ropains, Mara@arxt, Nottingham. June 10. Hunt and Williams, Nottingham 

Rowr, Fiza, Old Swinford, Worcester, July 7, Stone and Co, Bath 


Clarke and 








Saves, Sener, Rufford Abbey, Nottingham, Esq. June 15, Markby and Co, New sq, 
incoln’s inn 
Scort, Wiiu14M, Austin Friars. May 31. Travers and Co, Tprequeeee st 
— —_ Hartford, Huntingdon, Shopkeeper. June 1. Hunnybun and Sons, 
untingdon 
Suarrow, Drama, Chapel rd, Stoke Newington. July 15. Comins, Gt Portland st 
SitvestEer, THomas, Whewell rd, Holloway, Provision Dealer. June 20. Jennings and 
Jennings, Stavordale rd, High hill 
Tuorrz, JoHN Hoytanp, Sheffield, Retired Butcher. June 15. Oxley and Coward, 
Rotherham 
Vartry, Ricwarp Lawson, Almondbury, York, Gent. June 25. Ramsden and Co, 
Huddersfield 
Watrorp, Frepsrick Hancorne, South st, Park lane, Solicitor. June 10. Briggs 
and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Warren, Joun Prack ProcuarmeD, Canterbury, Retired Commander, R.N. July 1. 
Johnson, Faversham 
West, James Roserts, Alscot park, Gloucester, Esq. May 31. Markby and Co, New 
sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Woop, Bennett WILLIAM, Kingston on Hull, Corn Merchant. July 1. Barker, Hull 
(Gazette, May 5.] 
sae, Joun Watson, Gateshead, Durham, Smith. June5. Stanford, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne 
BEcHER, trea Parttzz, Clifton, Bristol. June 12. O’Donoghue and Anson, Bristol 
Brown, CHRISTOPHER RussEtt, Tredegar sq, Bowrd, Gent. Junel. Gole, Lime st 
BurtixEr, Eviza Marra, Herne Bay, Kent. Junel. Marcy, Bewdley, Worcester 
Cockayrng, Joun, Nottingham, Gent. July 6. Taylor and Co, Derby 
Dax, Mary, Ryde, Southampton. June 6. Buckton and Greenall, Warrington 
Davis, Janz, Hanley, Stafford. June 21. Jackson, Hanley 
G ~ rong Witu1am, Crown Office row, Temple, Barrister-at-Law. Junel0. Brooks, 
ewry 
Grpss, Saran, Great Malvern, Worcester. Junel. Parker, Worcester 
Grant, Joun, Cookham, Berks, Gent. June 19. Simonds and Goolden, New inn, Strand 
—, Apranam, Westbury-on-Trym, Gloucester, Gent. May 20. Hatherell, 
itzroy st 
HernaGk, Henry James, Little Chapel st, Westminster. June 24. Curtis and Betts, 
South sq, Gray’s inn 
Hoss, Nome Buckingham Palace rd, Pimlico. June 12. Craxford, Sheringham ter, 
Barnsbury 
Hupsox, Jacos, Adlington, nr Macclesfield, Chester, Farmer. June 19. Hand, 
Macclesfield 
Izon, Jonun York, Bristol, Gloucester, Esq. June 5. Delves-Broughton and Colmore, 
Birmingham 
Jacons, JosePH, North bldgs, Eldon st, Finsbury, Public-house Broker. June 16. 
Shepheard, Finsbury circus 
Leacu, Exizapeta, St Helen’s, Lancaster. June 10. Brewis, St Helen’s 
Ler, Wituram, Earley, nr Reading, Gent. Junel. Beale and Martin, Reading 
Matrsy, Marta, Croydon. Junel, Hutchinson and Rowland, New Broad st 
Moorg, AGNES MiLpreED, Norton, York. June 30. Jackson, Malton 
Newmarcn, Witt1am Txomas, Elm rd, Clapham common, Gent. Junel0. Devonshire, 
Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 
Oram, James, Edington, Wilts, Farmer. May 31. Clark and Collins, Trowbridge 
Parson, JAMES, Barking, Essex, Butcher. June 16. Layton and Co, Budge row 
PENNELL, ALFRED THoMAs, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. June 21. Pointon, 
Birmingham 
Rear, JoHn Witt1am, Wimpole st, Cavendish sq, Esq. July 1. Rivington and Son, 
Fenchurch bldgs 
Riper, W1LL1AM, Millbrook, Southampton, Retired Draper. June 19. Eldridge, New- 


port 
Rostnson, Rev Witt1amM Wootnovss, Bristol. July 1. Newman and Co, Yeovil 


Sacer, Epwarp Anrtoinz, Parliament st, Westminster, Civil Engineer. June 1. 
Stanley, Austin friars 

Scarxs, THomas, Hertford, Butcher. July 15. Spence and Co, Hertford 

SuTHERLAND, Rosert, North Shields, Northumberland, Journalist. June 14. Brewis 


and Co, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 


THORNHILL, Saran, Ilford rd, Essex. Junel. Gole, Lime st 


Topp, Bensamin Hatu, Lessness Heath, Kent, Esq. July 1. Newman and Co, 
Clement’s inn 
Wuirs, Emma, Farncombe, nr Godalming, Surrey. June 17. Janson and Co, Finsbury 


circus 
Witzovury, Davin, Hertford, Licensed Victualler. July 15. Spence and Co, Hertford 
Wirxrnson, Peter Ricnarp, Brighton, Auctioneer. June 24. Haselwood, Brighton 
Wits, Joun, Cardiff, Builder. May 28. Morgan, Cardiff 
WereErorD, Ann, Torquay, Devon. Sept 5. Bishop, Torquay 
[ Gazette, May 9.} 








LEGAL NEWS. 


According to Kemp’s Mercantile Gazette, the number of bills of sale pub- 
lished in Evgland and Wales for the week ending May 13 was 960. Ths 
number in the corresponding week of last year was 1,089, showing a decrease 
of 129, being a nett decrease in 1882, to date, of 239. The number pub- 
lished in Ireland for the sime week was 26. The number in the correspond- 
ing week of last year was 37, showing a decrease of 11, being a nett decrease, 
in 1882, to date, of 173. 


In State v, Shaft (78 North Carolina, 464), says the Albany Law Journal, 
it was held that county commissioners have the power, under the statute, to 
hire out a man imprisoned in the county jail upon a conviction of fornication 
and adultery, to his wife, upon her giving security for the price. The court, 
in delivering judgment, said :—“The idea of the Attorney-General is, and 
perhaps that of the judge below was, that the punishment was evaded. But 
considering the nature of the defendant’s crime, it may be that the commis- 
sioners ingeniously devised to aggravate the punishment by arming his wife in 
addition to the usual and acknowledged powers of a wife in such cases, with 
those of a master paying for his work, and entitled thereby to keep him in 
sight and hearing. In this view, the permission to return to the jail after 
sunset and remain until sunrise looks like a mercifal alleviation of what 
would otherwise have been a cruel and unusual punishment.’ Smith, C.J., 
however, dissented, on the ground that “the effect of such hiring of the 
prisoner to his wife would be to subvert the marital relation, and the principle 
ee which domestic harmony is secured, and tend to introduce an irrepressible 
conflict,”” 





DAYLIGHT In WAREWOUSES,—Chappuis’ Reflectors, 69, Fleet-street,—[Apvr, 
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LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK, 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
May 11.—Bili Read a Second Time. 


Private Bit.—Llangammarch and Neath and Brecon Junction Railway. 


Bills Read a Third Time. 


Private Bris.—Kast Warwickshire Water; South Staffordshire Mines | Monday, May .....,..., 22 Mr. Jackson 


rainage. 
New Bills. 


Bill to amend the Act 3 & 4 Vict.c. 93, respecting imprisonment for con- 


tumacy by ecclesiastical courts (ARcuBISHOP of CANTERBURY). 
Bill to anend the Canals Act (Earl STANHOPE), 


Bilis Read a First Time. 
Boiler Explosions ; Military Manceuvres ; Documentary Evidence. 


May 15.—Biills Read a Second Time. 


PRIVATE BiLs.—Ipswich Ti amways (Extensions) ; Liverpool Improvement, 


Consolidated Fund (No. 3), 
Bill in Committee. 
Commonable Rights (passed through Committee). 


Bills Read a Third Time. 


Private Bitrs.—Bute Docks, Cardiff ; North-Eastern Railway (Alnwick 


acd Cornbill Branch) ; Alnwick Corporation ; Horncastle Water. 
May 16.—Bills Read a Second Time. 


PartvaTe Bitts.—North-Eastern Railway (Additional Powers) ; Broms- 


grove Gas. 


Imprisonment for Contumacy ; Documentary Evidence ; Municipal Corpora- 


tions (Unreformed), 


Bill in Committee. 
Payment of Wages in Publichouses Prohibition. 


Bills Read « Third Time. 


Private Biris.—Bute Docks, Cardiff; Dartmouth Harbour Improvement. 


Consolidated Fund (No. 3). 


May 16.—Bills Read a Second Time, 
Private Biris.—Local Government Provisional Orders (No, 3) ; Pier an 


Tramways Provisional Order (No. 3). 


Bills Read a Third Time. 


COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURK. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. Court or 


APPEAL. V. C. Bacon, V. C. Hau, 
Mr. King Mr. Koe 
Tuesday .....ccccccesece 23 Carrington Farrer Cobby 
Teetneeday s+ esseereeeees = Pmt = g Koe 
UPSUAY secccccersccce arrington ‘arret Cobb 
BHIGRY © cilieccsescasss: 26 Yeckion , King Ree” 
Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Monday, M 22 Mr. Clowe Ward Mr. Mertval 
on ‘ay, ay @eeecccere r. 0 r. ir, va, 
Tuesday Pemberton us Teesdale ™ i 
owes Ward eriva 
Pemberton Teesdale athem 
Clowes Ward’ Merivale 





The Whitevn Vacation will commence on Saturday, the ‘27th da 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 








Properties (ere advertisement, May 6, p. 3 
advertisement, May 13, p. 4). 


(see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 
BIRTHS. 


barrister-at-law, of a son. 


barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
DEATHS, 


inn-fields, a; 


Private Bus.—Busby Water; Charing-cross and Waterloo Electric | Rocuz.—May 13, at Grove Lodge, The Gro 


Railway ; Greenock Corporation and 
Circle Railway ; Northampton Water; Walton Vicarage. 


Mn 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, 


May 11.—New Bil. 
Bill for the Prevention cf Crime in Ireland (Sir W. Harcourt). 


May 15.—Bills Read a Second Time. 


Peivate Bitts.—Greenwich and Milwall Subway ; Lecky and Smyth's 


Patent ; Severn Bridge and Forest of Dean Central Railway. 


Bill in Committee. 
Parliamentary Electioas (Corrupt and Illegal Practices) (clauses 1—5), 


Bilis Read a Third Time. 

Private Biis.— Agricultural Compeny of Mauritius ; 
Latimer-road and Acton Railway ; Inclosure (Arkleside) 
Inclosure (Bettws Disserth) Provisional Order ; Inclosu 
Provisional Order. 

Mey 17.—Lills Read a Second Time. 
Parvare Bits,—Bury aod Tottington District Railway. Allotments. 
8 ipr me Cort of Judicature Act Amendaent, 


Ennerdale Railway ; 
Provisional Order ; 
re (Cefn Drawen) 








RECENT SALES 


At the Stock and Share Auction Company’s sale, Leld on Friday, 
the 12th inst, st their sale rooms, Crown-court-buildings, Old Broad. 
strect, the following were amonget the prices obtained :—La Plata 
Mining end Smelting 10dol, shares, fully paid, £2 1s. 3d.; British 
Electric Light £10 shares, par; Hoover Hill Gcld Mining £1 shares, fully 
paid, 7s. 64.; Limehouse Cooperage £10 shares, £5; Consolidated Minin 
shares, 48,; Indian Kingston and Sandburst ¢1 ehares, 5e. 64. ; Crystud 
Palace ‘‘A” stock, 39 per cent, ; Eureka (Nevada) shares, 4s. 9d. ; Assam 
Railways and Trading Company £10 shares, £5 paid, 508, ; and other mis- 
cellaneous securities fetched fair prices. And at the eale held on Tuesday, 16th, 
the following were smong the prices obtained :—Nine Reefs Gold Mining £1 
ehares, 6+. ; Indian Kingston and Sandburst Gold Minin £1 shares, 5s. 6d. ; 
Commercial Usion Bank £5 shares, £215». ; Consolida Mining £1 shares, 
48, 64.; Victorine Gold Mine £1 bonds, 10 per cent. first mort age, 15s. ; the 
Chalet Company £5 ehares, par; La Plata Mining and melting 10dol, 
shares, £2 1s. 24.; Vietorine Gold Minin £1 shares, 12s. 64.; Hoover Hill 
Gold Mining £1 shares, 6s, ; Short Horn £1 preference shares, £1 2s, ; 
aud other misceliancous securities fetched fair prices, 


Board of Police; Metropolitan Outer 


ve, Hampstead Eugenius Stewart 
Roche, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, aged 59 > Wepre 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Faipay, May 12, 1882. 
Under the Benkruptey Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. * 

Child, John, Arundel st, Strand, Licensed Victualler. Pet May 9. Murray. May 26 

at 1l 
Femme, Thomas, Kennington rd, Lambeth, Coal Merchant. Pet May 10, Brougham. 

ay 23 at 12.30 

Grey, Rev Frederick Thomas, Albion rd, Stoke Newington, Clerk. Pet May 3. 

Brougham. May 23 at 1 Fo 
Harrison, Thomas, and Alfred Harrison, Fowkes bldgs, Gt Tower st, Solicitors. Pet 

May 12, Ferrs. May 23 at 2 





Joguet, George bert, South st, Finsbury, Solicitor. Pet May 10. Brougham. May 

23 at 11.30 

Sandys,W 4H __, Beaufort rd, West Kensington, Butcher. Pet May 8. Pepys. 
May 24 at 12.30 . 


Willey, Walter Samuel, Princes st, Hanover sq, Tailor. Pet May 8. Pepys. May 24 
at2 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Heston, Benjamin, Norton Canes, Stafford, Miner, Pet May 8. Clarke. Walsall, 
ay 24 at 12 

Houss, Richard, Croydon, Builder, Pet May 6. Rowland. Croydon, May 26 at 2 

Jackson, Thomas, Manchester. Pet May 8. Lister. Manchester, May 26 at 12 

Steel, John, Manchester, Draper. Pet May 8. Lister.’ Manchester, May 26 at 12 


Tuxspay, May 16, 1882, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 

Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 

To Surrendet in London. 
Carlton, Caroline, Russell rd, ieee ig Pet May 15. Murray. May 26 at 11.30 
Mills, Alexander Frederick, King’s rd, Chelsea, Pignoforte Manufacturer. Pet May 11. 

Hazlitt. June 7 at 12 

To Surrender in the Country. 


Alien, John, Worcester pk, Surrey, Farmer. Pet May 12. Rowlayd. Croydon, May 30 
at 


Raymer, Daniel, Dover, General Furniture Dealer. Pet May 12. Furley. Canterbury, 

une 2 at 11 

Gething, Ebenezer, Nantyglo, Monmouth, and William Gething, mawr, Brecon, 

Tin Plate Manufacturers. Pet May 12, Shepard. Tredeuar Key Ht at 12° 

ret, Joan, Portes, Hants, Licen 
une | at 12 


Victualler, Pet May 11, Renny. Portsmouth, 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 


Fatpay, May 12, 1882. 
Fidler, Thomas, Barnsley, York, Painter and} Decorator. May 4 


Tuxepay, May 16, 1882, 
Dent, John, Rotherham, York, Cabinet Maker. fay 11 








Prangley, Charles Thomas, Salisbury, Wilte, A 


Chemist, May 11 


May 23.—Merers. Epwin Fox & Bousrigxp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold 
May 25.—Mr. Gzo. Berry, at the Mart at 12 for 1 p.m., Freehold Property (eee 
May 25.—Mersra, JENNER & DELL, at Brighton, at 3 p.m., Freehold Mansion 


BENNETT.—May 14, at 33, Charleville-road, S.W., the wife of H. Curtis Bennett, 


d | Duncan.—May 13, at 72, Oxford-terrace, Hyde-park, the wife of C, A. Duncan, 
Harbour Provisional Orders (No. 2); Tramways Provisional Order (No, 2); 


eta nale, oa it, at Lewisham, Samuel hdwards, solicitor, late of Lino oln’s- 


ny 


y of May, and 
terminate on Tuesday, the 30th day of May, 1882, both days inclusive. 








Dick 
Dr 
Dod 


East 
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Farpax, May 12, 1882. 
Anderson.’ Frederick John, Canonbury rd, Highbury, out of business. May 22 at 3 at 


offices of Dashwood, Mar! 

Armstrong, Charles, toe ig , Huntingdon, Farmer. May 30 at 3 at offices of Wilkin- 
son and Co, St Neots 

Arnold i. ‘le, Wilmington st, ee a4, Clerkenwell, Goldsmith. June 1 at 12 
at 0 of Miller and Miller, Sherborne Ia: 

Arthy, Frederick Henry, Newport, Salop, = May 26 at 1 at Victoria Hotel, 

Newport. Coulton 


Baker, Joss, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Clothier. May 31 at 3 at offices of Rumney, 

Wal 

Barnes, John, Willaston, near Nantwich, Gardener. May 25 at 11 at offices of Hill, 
Market st, Crewe 

Baylis, Francis, and George Ward Verry, Love lane, Shadwell, Varnish and Colour 
Manufacturers. May 26 at 3 at offices of Henderscn, Moorgate st bldgs, 20, Moorgate 
st. Stacpoole, Pinner’s ct, Old Broad st 

Beech, Thomas, Bewdley, Worcester, Farmer. May 25 at 11 at offices of Bagster, Com- 

mercial bidgs, Kidderminster 

Boothby, eran x Leicester, Boot and Shoe enue. 
Fowler and Co, Grey Friars chmbrs, Friar lane, Leice 

Boys, Henry Weir, Leicester, Brewer. May 24 at 3 at offices of Stone and Co, Welford 


pl, Leicester 

Bradfield, William, Upwell, Norfolk, Grocer. May 25 at 12 at offices of Welchman and 
Carrick, Crescent, Wi h 

Broughton, William, Barnoldswick, York, Stonemason. 
Barnoldswick. Hodgson, Burnley 

Brown, David, Bridgend, Gmearate. Grocer. May 25 at 2 at offices of Jenkins and Co, 
Philharmonic chmbrs, Cardiff. Stockwood, Jun, Bridgend 

Chaplin, Charles, Norwich, Boot and Shoe Dealer. May 20 at 10 at 40, Bishopgate 
Without. Archer, Gellatly rd, Lausanne rd 

Chubb, Samuel, Maiden Newton, Dorset, Grocer. May 25 at 11.45 at King’s Arms Hotel, 
Dorchester, Baskett, Dorchester 
Corsbie, Benjamin Webster, Norwich, Solicitors’ Clerk. May 23 at3 at offices of Gaze, 
Bank st, Norwich 

Court, Benjamin, Bristol, Beer Retailer. May 20 at 11 at offices of Lewis Samuels, 4, 
Exchange, Bristol 

Cox, Henry, Euston rd, Hosier. May 25 at 2 at offices of Wright, Great Portland st, 
Regent’s park 

Dawes, Frederick, Hill st, Peckham, Benen. May 22 at 3 at offices of Bordman and Co, 
Victoria House, Trinity’ st, Southwar 

Dawkins, Elizabeth Price, Stack pool Elidor, Pembroke. 
Pembroke Dock. Thomas, Tenby 

Dickson, Alice, West Kirby, ‘Chester, Grocer. May 22 at 3 at offices of Moore and Turrel, 
Duncan st, Birkenhead 

Dedd, John, - jun, Liverpool, Builder’s Merchant. May 26 at 3 at offices of Roose and 
Co, North John st, Liverpool. Jones and Pride, Liverpool 

Dunn, William, Walkden, Tailor. May 25 at 230 at Albion Hotel, 
chester. Whittingham and Whittingham, Bolton 

Eastoe, Robert Moy, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Stationer. 
Cheapside. Kent, Norwich 

Bdgley. James, Willaston, Nantwich, Chester, Grocer. May 25 at 3 at office of Pointon, 
Albert chbrs, Church side, Crewe 

roe eee Goldsmith’s row, Hackney rd, Grocer. May 30 at 2 
Bas 


May 25 at 12 at offices of 


May 23 at 3 at Railway Inn, 


May 26 at 12 at 2, Water st, 


Piccadilly, Man- 


May 25 at 1.30 at 145, 


at Brabant court. 


Fletcher, Joseph, Smethwick, Stafford, Tron Dealer. 
Newhall at, Birmingham 

Ford, William, High Wycombe, Buckingham, Chair Manufacturer. May 25 at 3 at 
offices of Parker and Wilkins, Easton st, High Wycombe 

Franks, Augustus, Richmond rd, Bayswater, Umbrella Manufacturer. May 22 at 3 
at offices of Foreman and Co, Gresham st. Mason, Curtain rd, Finsbury 

Friedlander, Julius, Fleet st, Bethnal grn, Cab Proprietor May 25 at 3 at offices of 
Moore, King’s cross rd 

Frost, Charles, Forest gate, Essex, Builder. May 27 at 3 at Masons’ Hall Tavern, 
Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Lewis, West Ham lane, Stratford 


Gambold, Francis, Morriston, Glamorgan, Innkeeper. May 24 at 12 at Fisher st, 
Swansea, Leyson 

i, Henry, Desford, Leicester, Joiner. 

rig at 

Gledhill, Daniel, Dewsbury, York, Woolyer. May 27 at 10.30 at offices of Ridgway and 
Ridgway, Union st, Dewsbur; 

Glover, Shaw, Newcastle upon ‘Lyne, Draper. 
eastle upon Tyne. Richardson, Newcastle upon 

Godfrey, Charles Arthur, Lime st, Wine Merchant. May 23 at 3 at offices of Harper 
Bros, Billiter house, Billiter st. Nye and Greenwood, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 

Goldlard, Herman, Kingston upon Hnll, Clothier. May 24 at 1 at Queen’s Hoicl, 
W ellington st, Leeds. Adamson, Hull 

Graydon, William Henry, Mile Endrd, Furniture Dealer. June 6 at 2 
avenue, Basinghall st. Bridger, Botolph lave, Eastcheap 

Haddock, William, Sunderland, Durham, Timber Merchant. 
Alcock and Routledge, Fawcett st, Sunderland 

Hammond, Eli, Hulme, Lancaster, Grocer. May 25 at 3 at Clarence Hotel, 
Manchester. Farrington, Maachester 

Harris, Francis William, Wednesbury, Stafford, Grocer. 
Rhodes, aeen st, Wolverhampton 

Hawley, John, Goswell rd, Wholesale Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Montagu, Bucklersbury 

Hewitt, George Frederick, Birmingham, Jewel Case Maker. 
Burton, Union passage, Birmingham 

= — "Blapieton, Gloucester, Grocer, 

isto 

Hood, William Cornelius, Walburgh st, Cable st, Dye Manufacturer. 
office of Pass, Queen st, Cheapside 

——— Thomas Mountfort, Walsall, Hatter. May 26 at 2 at 145, Cheapside. Bill 


May 26 at 11 at office of Peet, 


May 24 at3 at Belvoir st, Leicester. 


bey Rd at 2 at Grainger st West, New- 





2 at Masons’ 
May 25 at 11 at offices of 
Piccadilly, 
May 25 at 11 at office of 
June 2 at 2.30 at 
May 26 at 11 at offices of 
May 24 at 12 at office of Atchley, Clare st, 
May 31 at 2 at 


Jaffeson, James, Duke st, Aldgate, Dealer in Tobacconists’ Goods. 
of Re fas and Beyfus, Lincalit’s inn fiel 

Jeff, liani, Middlesborough, Auctioneer. May 25 at 11 at office of Robson, Linthorpe 

rd, Middlesborough 

Jenkins, Thomas Waters, and David Lewis, Aberavon, Glamorgan, Tin Plate Manufae- 
turers, May 23 at 2 at office of Tribe and Co, Temple st, Swansea - 

Jephcott Henry, Birmingham, Cabinet Maker,’ May 25 at 3 at office of Tyndall and 
Co, Colmore row, Birmingham 

pie Richard, Truro, Auctioneer, May 30 at 12 at office of Carlyon and Son, Princes 
st, Truro 

we William, Sunderland, Innkeeper. May 25 at 11 at office of Storey, John st, Sun- 


Killick, Frederick William, Belgate, Plumber, 


resham st. Price, Walbroo! 


May 22 at 2 at office 


G 

Kinder, John Anthony, Rusholme, Lancashire, Stone Merchant. May 24 at 2 at Clarence 
Hotel, Picoadilly, Manchester, i. farrington, Manchester pd “— 

Lawrence, Charles Edward, Ghrewster: Tronmor 


; b 3 at Great Wester 
Hotel, Suow hill, Birmingham, ‘Nusscy,Gerewebery oy wet ® OF Great Western 





May 26 at 12 at Guildhall Tavern, | 








Tag, Joegph, » Manchester, Tailor. May 24at 3 at office of Sampson, South King st, 


Lidentt, Joseph William, Lincoln, Tailor. May 26 at 11 at office of Tweed and Co, 
Saltergate, 


coln 
Lockyer, ot ‘Merth Tydfil, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 25 at 12 at office of Vaughan, 
High ot, Merthyr Tydfil al ue 
Longuehaye, Al Alteed, Three Colt st, Limehouse, Boot Maker. May 22 at 1 at offices of 
e, Finsbury pavement 
Lowe, William Henry Duncan, Hackney rd, Saddler. May 24 at 1 at office of Ede, Fins- 
bury pavement 
Marwick, William, Crown ct, Pall Mall, Licgneet Wiotaatiow. June 2 at 3 at office of 
Andrews and Mason, Ironmonger lane. Gt Marlborough st 
Marriott, John, and Edwin Andrew, Sheffield, “Builders. May 26 at 2 at office of Taylor, 
Norfolk row, Sheffield 
Matthews, Richard Morris, Knighton, Radnor, Licensed Victualler. May 24 at 12 at 
Norton Arms Hotel, Knighton. Green, Knighton 
Mellor, John, Leeds, Butcher. May 25 at 2 at office of Malcolm, East parade, Leeds 
Morris, Edwin, Portsea, Hants, Currier. May 26 at 12.20 at office of Edmonds 
eapside 
Mountfort, John, Thrapstone, Northampton, Grocer. May 24at 3 at office of Jeffery and 
daviland, Northampton 
North, Thomas Merrifield, Gateshead-on-Tyne, Printer’s Engineer. May 22 at ll at 
offices of Brown, Morley st, Newcastle-u 5 ay -Tyne 
bar = Me Rochester, Carpenter. 25 at 11 at offices of Norman, High st, 
Chatham 
Peake, John James, Walworth rd, Auctioneer. May 24at3 at Station Hotel, Camber- 
well New rd. Ody, Blackfriars rd 
Pettitt, Edwin Alfred, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Artist. 
Jelf, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Piercy, James William, Huddersfield, Book keeper. 
Victoria chmbrs, Queen st, Huddersfield 
Radford, George, Colchester, Essex, Plumber. 
st, Colchester 
Robson, William, Brompton rd, Zine Worker. 
Masons’ avenue. Young, Newgate st 
Schneider, William, Hind st, Poplar, Journeyman Baker. May 25 at 4 at offices of 
Young and Sons, Mark lane 
Schofeld, James Frederick, and Richard Schofield, Macclesfield, Joiners. May 26 at 1 
at Wellington Hotel, Wellington rd South, Stockport. Redfern, Leek 
Sealey, George, and James Wells, Harwich, Builders. May 25 at 3 at Three Cups 
Hotel, Harwich. Goody, Colchester 


May 25 at 12 at offices of 
May 24 at 11 at offices of Welsh, 
May 25 at 10.30 at offices of Prior, Head 
May 25 at 3 at Masons’ Hall Tavern, 


Sedgwick, William, and William Thomas Sedgwick, Birmingham, Tailors. May 23 at 
3.40 at offices of Eaden, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Smith, William, Downley, Buckingham, Manager to a Chair Manufactory. June 3 at 


11 at 25, High st, High Wycombe. 
Smither, Samuel Charles, Reading, Harness Maker. 
Friar st, Reading 


Bliss, High Wycombe 


May 31 at 10 at Boar's Head, 

South, George, jun, Emperor’s Gate, South Kensington, Veterinary Surgeon. May 23 
at 2 "at offices of Guscotte, York bldgs, Adelphi 

Stamp, George, Bath, Brewer. May 26 at 11 o offices of Bartrum and Bartlett, North- 
umberland bldgs, Bath 

Stanton, John Thomas, Lombard sc, Banker. 
Shirreff, Gresham House, Old Broad st 

Thomas, Jobn, Gloucester, Bootmaker. May 25 at 11 at offices of York, Berkeley st, 
Gloucester 

Thornes, Thomas, Udlington, nr Shrewsbury, Commission Agent. May 26 at 3 at 
offices of Clarke, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Turner, William, Manchester, Grocer. May 26 at 3 at offices of Rylance, Essex st, 
Manchester 

Ward, Samuel Cooper, Middlesborough, Licensed Victuailer. 
Robson, Linthorpe rd, Middlesborough 

Watson, Francis, Newport, Miller’s Clerk. May 25 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

Wellings, Arthur Fleet, Portsea, Tailer. Whitehall, 
Portsea 

Wernham, Henry, Billingsgate Market, Fish Curer. May 31 at 3 at Masons’ Hall 
Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Fowler and Co, Borough High st, South- 


wark 
World, Thomas, Central st, St Luke’s, Baker. June 1 at 2 at offices of Clark, High 
May 26 at 2 at offices of Steward and 


May 26 at 12 at offices of Morley and 


May 22 at 11 at offices of 
at 11 at offices of Coleman and Co, 


May 25 at 3 at 145, Cheapside. 


Holborn. 1, Upper Woburn pl 
Wright, Taward, Brocetord, Suffolk, Farmer. 
Rouse, Arcade st, Ipswich 
Young, William, Wallace Brown, and James Banfield, 
May 25 at 11 at offices of Tribe and Co, Temple st, 
Swansea 


Swansea, Colliery Proprietors. 
Swansea. Collins and Woods, 
TvEspay, May 16, 1882. 

Anness, Richard, Ipswich, Suffolk, Provision Merchant. 
Hotel, Cannonst. Jackaman, Ipswich 

Archer, Henry James, Alfred rd, Harrow rd, Baker. 
Seymour pl, Marylebone 

Barker, Collander Charles, Leather lane, Oil and Colour Man, 
Pope, Gray’s-inn sq 

Barraclough, Frederick Albert, Bradford, Stuff Finisher. 
Killick and Co, Commercial Bank bldgs 

Bartolotti, Angelo, Gerrard st, Soho, Indian and Foreign Produce Dealer. 
3 at office of Willis, St Martin’s ert, Leicester sq 

Baskett, Charles, Somerton, Somerset, Innkeeper. 
Yeovil. Watts 

Beart, James Alfred, Dunstable, Beds, Surgeon’s Assistant. 
Chapman, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st 

Booth, James Wilson, Dartmouth Park avenue, Kentish Town, Engimeer’s Agent. 
May 24 at 3 at Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet st. Aurd, Cheapside 

Booth, John Brock, Halifax, Brewer. May 30 at 3 at Royal Hotel, Brighouse. Lancas- 
ter and Co, Bradford 

Bostock, John, Bulwell, Nottingham, Miner. May 30 at 3 
chmbrs, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Brookes, Isabella, West Bromwich, Stafford, Beerseller. May 27 at 11 at office of Travis, 
Church lane. Tipton 

Brown, Jesse, Liverpool, Butcher. 
Liverpool 

Brown, William, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Leicester, Irommonger. 
Buckby, Gallowtree gate, Leicester 

Brown, William, Halifax, Damask Manufacturer. 
King Cross st, Halifax 

Burkinshaw, Henry, Everton, Nottingham, Grocer. 
East Retford 

Burton, Frederick Thomas, Rotherham, York, Hosier. 
and Hickmott, Church st, Rotherham 

Buxton, Samuel, Caulton, Stafford, Farmer. 
Cheapside. Hanley 


Chaplin, James, Norwich, Boot Maker. May 90 at 3 at office of Emerson, Rampant 
Horse st, Norwich 

Coek, Josiah Whapham, Swansea, Glamorgan, out of business. May 25 at 1 at office 
of Collins, Broad st, Bristol. Hartland and Co, Swansea 

Cook, James, ‘Aston-by- Budworth, nr Northwich, Chester, Cattle Dealer. May 27 at U 

at office of og Northwich 


Cooper, John Fo Blackburn, Lancaster, Bricklayer, June 2 at 3 at office of Hutchin- 
son, Victoria st, lackburn, Whalley, Blackburn 


June 1 at 2 a& Cannon st 
May 26 at 2 at office of Johnson, 
Jane 2 at 2 at office of 
June 1 at 10.30 at office of 
May 23 at 
May 30 at 11.30 at Red Lion Inn, 
June 1 at 3.30 at office of 


at office of Lees, Severn 


May 30 at 3 at office of Quelch, Hatton garden. 
May 27 at 3 at office of 
May 3 at 3 at aifice of Storey, 
June 3 at ll at office of Bescoby, 
May 27 at 11 aé office of Parker 


May 26 at 11 at office of Tennant and Co, 
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Craven, Arthur, Heckmondwike, York, Joiner. May 31 at 3 at office of Sykes, Heck- 
mondwike 
Curling, Arthur David, Herne Hill, nr Faversham, Kent, Farmer. June 2at 3 at the 
Foresters’ Hall, High st, Canterbury. Plummer and Fielding, Canterbury 
Davies, Catherine, and Thomas Walter Davies, Lianddewi Brefi, Cardigan, Grocers. 
June 2 at 1 at office of Edwardes, Lampeter, Cardigan 
Davies, George, Wednesbury, Stafford, Grocer. May 26 at 11.30 at office of Sheldon, 
High st, Wednesbury 
Dawson, Edward, Fenchurch st, West India sy oor June 5 at 12 at office of Tribe 
and Co, Moorgate st bldgs. Murley and Co, Bris' | 
Dorrell, Frederick, High st, Vauxhall, Baker. ed 4 at 3 at office of Mitchell, Thanet 
pl, Strand. Harrison, Pancras lane, Queen st 
Down, Thomas, Plymouth, Devon, Cooper. May 27 at 11 at office of Square and Co, 
Bank of England chmbrs 
Drewe, Manara, Basingstoke, Hants, Butcher. June 8 at 1 at office of Webb and Lear, 
Cross st, Basingstoke 
Duggua, Roger Gill, Plymouth, Iron Merchant. May 30 at 11.30 at Queen’s Hotel, Ste- 
phenson pl, Birmingham. Elworthy and Co, Plymouth 
Eeles, Henry Josiah, Birmingham, Baker. May 26 at 12 at office of Morgan, Waterloo 
st, Birmingham 
Freeman, Frederick James, Chatteris, Cambridge, of no occupation. May 31 at 1 at office 
of Ruston, Chatteris 
7, © illiam, Bath, Chair Maker. May 26 at3 at office of Titley, Orange Grove, 
at 
Cee, Alexander, Stewart's rd, Wandsworth rd, Provision Dealer. May 27 at 1 at 
office of Weigall, Gt St Helen’s 
Garth, Nathaniel, Kiltontherpe, York, Labourer. May 26 at 11 at office of Jackson and 
Jackson, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Goozee, cae Thomas, Richmond, Surrey, Hosier. June 5 at 2 at office of Clift, 
eapside 
Gowland, James, Sunley Rains, nr Ripon, York, Farmer. May 30 at 11 at office of 
Coppin and Witham, Market pl, Ripon 
Green, Abraham Francis, Shepton Mallett, Somerset, Publican. May 27 at 3 at George 
Hotel, Shepton Mallett. McCarthy, Frome 
Groom, "James, Colchester, Essex, Professor of Music. May 31 at 1 at Bull Commercial 
Inn, Crouch st, Colchester 
Guest, James, jun, Birmingham, Printer. June 8 at 3 at office of Rowlands and Co, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 
Hancox, William Henry, Birmingham, Brick Manufacturer. May 31 at 3 at Grand 
Hotel,  Colmore row, Birmingham. Fallows, Birmingham 
Harrison, John, King’ s Norton, Worcester, Accountant. May 27 at 11 at office of 
O’Connor, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
— Absalom, and John Smith, Sheffield, Builders. May 30 at2 at office of Binns, 
Fig Tree chmbrs, Fig Tree lane, Sheffield 
Henderson, Arthur "John, Margate, Tobacconist’s Manager. June 5 at 3 at offices of 
an, King st, Cheapside 
Hird, Thomas, Worth, nr Keighley, York, Builder. May 27 at 10 at offices of Killick 
and Co, Commercial Bank bldgs, Brad’ ford 
Hiron, Russell, Marston Montgomery, Derby, out of business. June 2 at 12.30 at offices 
of Cooper and Chawner, Uttoxeter 
Holt, William, Wellingborough, Northampton, Grocer. June 1 at 2 at offices of Stones 
and Co, Finsbury circns 
— Joseph, Exeter, Watchmaker. May 27 at 11 at the Craven Hotel, Strand. Fryer, 
xeter 
Humphrys, Eliza, Birmingham, out of business. May 25 at 3 at offices of Parry, 
Colmore row 
sar ay Bot agg jun, Derby, Fruit Merchant. May 31 at 11 at offices of Briggs, Amen 
alley, Der' 
Johnson, Guae William, Vicarage terr, Walham green, Secretary. May 26 at 2 offices 
of Rosenthal, Holborn Viaduct 
Jones, Priessnitz, Dartford, Kent, Tailor. May 30 at 3 at 111, Cheapside. Gibson, 
Dartford 
Lamont, Duncan, Leyton, Essex, Timber Merchant. June 1 at 3 at offices of Van 
Tromp, Essex st, Strand 
Laws, Robert, Middlesborough, York,Grocer. May 26 at 3 at offices of Wilkes and 
Wilkes, Northgate, Darlington 


Lempriere, Charles, Paddington green, Journalist. May 25 at 12 at offices of Batten | 


and Co, Gt George st 

Lindsay, Edward, Newcastle on Tyne, Shipbuilder. May 31 at 11 at offices of Hodge 
and Westmacott, Union chmbrs, ‘Grainger st West, Newcastle on Tyne 

Lloyd, David, Liandebie, Carmarthen, Colliery Proprietor. May 26 Ay 12 at Mackworth 
Arms Hotel, Swansea. Griffiths, Carmarthen 

Lynn, James Henry, Leeds, Leather Manufacturer, May 26 at 12 at 1a, Albion pl, Leeds, 
Watson and Dickors, Bradford 

McKendrick, Theodore, Aston, Warwick, Publican. May 23 at 11 at Offices of Duke, 
Temple row, Birmingham 

Matthews, William, Hanley, Stafford, Builder. May 30 at 11 at 32, Cheapside, Hanley. 
Challinors, Hanley 

Maylen, Charles, Willingale Doe, Essex, Miller. May 31 at 12 at offices of Dixon, Duke 
st, Chelmsford 

Mundy, John, West Brighton, Warehouseman. May 30 at 2 at offices of Blachford and 
Co, College hill, Cannon st 

Nichols, Edward William, Cambridge, Picture Frame Maker. June 2 at 3.30 at offices 
of Gian, Queen Victoria st 


Northcote, Samuel, Leeds, Draper. May 30 at 12 at145,Cheapside. Bannister, Basing- 


hall st 

Nurenberg, Michael Simon, Brighton, even House Keeper. June 1 at 3 at offices 
of Cooper and Williams, Middle st, Brighto 

Olierenshaw, Alice Oliver, Macclesfield, Soufectioner. May 30 at 2 at office of Hand, 
Church Side, Macclesfield 

Page, Herbert, Birmingham, rst | Dealer. June5 at 3 at Midland Hotel, New st, 
Birmingham. Nadin, Mancheste 

Pannell, William, Horfield, iommveter, eer Retailer. May 26 at 2 at offices of 
Clifton and Carter, Broad st, Bristol 


Parker, Edmund. St Paul’s rd, Tottenham, Builder. May 23 at 3 at 145 Cheapside | 


Morley siecninciteant 








Patchin, John King, St John’s hill, New Bontowentt, Builder. June 1 at11 at Vestry 
hall, High st, Wandsworth. Wilkins, Cannon st 
Pickles, bert, Colne, Lancaster, eh gg er 30 at 3 at Dog and Partridge Hotel, 
Corporation st, Manchester. Read, B 
Powis, Henry, Shrewsbury, Salop, Telegraph: senna. May 27 at 11 at office of 
Clarke, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 
Pye, James, Blackburn, Lancaster, Dealer in Musical Instruments. June 2 at 3 at Inns 
of Court Hotel, High Holborn. ‘Tattersall, Blackburn 
> Carl, Mile End rd, Moulding Manufacturer. May 24 at 11 at office of Dobson, 
inories 
Roadley, George James, Mb gpm Wakefield, York, Farm Bailiff. May 27 at 12 at office 
of Stewart and Sons, Bank bld, Westgate, Wakefield 
Roberts, Edwin, Batley, York, Millwright. June 1 at 12 at office of Law, Brown bldgs, 
Commercial st, Batley 
Robinson, Wiiliam, Greatham, Durham, Machinist. June 1 at 3 at New Station Hotel, 
Church st, West Hartlepool. Wilson ; : 
Seal Joseph, Grove rd, Richmond hill, Builder. May 24 at 2at Painters’ Hall, Little 
Trinity lane. Pritchard and Co 
Sinclair, Francis, New Clee, Lincoln, Fish Merchant. Maa 26 at 11 at St Mary’s chbrs, 
West St Mary’s gate, Great Grimsby. Grange and Wintringham 
Smith, Hugh, and Henry James Beardwood, Oldham, Lancaster, Bobbin and Skewer 
Manufacturers. May 31 at 3 at offices of Holden, Highfield chbrs, St Ann’s passage, 
anchester 
Stanton, John Thomas, Lombard st, Banker. May 26 at 12 at office of Morley and 
Shirreff, Gresham house, Old Broad st 
Stanway, Thomas, Macclesfield, Onester, Grocer. June 1 at 3 at Queen’s Hotel, Water's 
green, Macclesfield. Sherratt, Kidsgrove 
Sullins, Henry, Hatfield, Broad ‘Oak, ssex, Brewer. June 6 at 12.30 at office of 
Acklands, Market sq, Bishop’ 8 Stortford 
Sutcliffe, Isaac, Bradford, Blacksmith. May 24 at 10.30 at office of Neill and Broadbert, 
Kirkgate, Bradford 
Sutton, Charles, Barrow in Furness, Lancaster, Paving Contractor. May 17 at 11 at 
Trevelyan Temperance Hotel, Daikieth st, Barrow in Furness. Sims, Barrow in 
urness 
Thomas, Thomas Christopher, Aberdare, Bootmaker. May 29 at 11 at office of Phillips, 
Canon st, Aberdare 
— Joseph Pe Peter, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, China Dealer. May 31 at 12 at 31, Lug- 
ey st, 
Tuckwell, Trowas George, Mile End rd, Oilman. May 26 at 11 at Guildhall Tavern, 
Gresham st. Anning, Cheapside 
Wadham, Alfred, Darlington, out of employment. May 25 at 11 at offices of Raine, 
Priestgate, Darlington 
Waghorn, Henry George, Manchester, Bookseller. June 7 at3 at offices of Earle and 
Co, Brown st, Manchester 
Walker, John, Worthing, Sussex, Builder. June 6 at 3 at Steyne Hotel, Worthing. 
Verrall, Worthing 
Walker, Richard, Evesham. Worcester. Vegetable Dealer. May 30 at 11 at Swan Inn, 
Evesham. Tree, Worcester 
Weorse. Isaac, Leominster, Boot and Shoe Dealer. May 30 at 4 at Offa st, Hereford. 
cobie 
Wenden, Joseph, Colchester, Essex, Cab Driver. May 31 at 12 at Bull Commercial Inn, 
Crouch st, Colchester 
Wheatley, William Anthony, Hythe, Southampton, Grocer. May 31 at 3.30 at office of 
Lamport, Portland st, Southampton 
Wigley, Jeremiah, Weaste, Lancaster, Secretary. June6 at3 at Brazenose st, Man- 
chester. Chorlton 
Wilkinson, Henry, Clerkenwell grn, Engineer. May 27 at3 at Sessions House Hotel, 
Clerkenwell grn 
Wilkinson, Martin Edward, Richmond, Surrey, Coal Merchant. May 30 at 11 at offices 
of Godfrey, Chancery lane 
Williams, Robert James, Bersham, near a Denbigh, Brewer. May 31 at 12 at 
Lion Hotel, Hope st, Wrexham. Acton and Bury, Wrexham 
William, Thomas, Archel rd, North End rd, Fulham, Builder. May 31 at 3 at offices of 
a Salisbury sq 
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SCHWEITZER’ s COCOATINA, 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
uaranteed 


ESTABLISHED 1825, 


EDE AND ‘SON, 


Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty eee it “the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and iny Bre 4 Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 

= — kee age x better in all climates, and is fuur times 
COCcOas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
RL ys Se and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 

Made taneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatisa a La VaNILyx is the most delicate, digestible, 

Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohi ibited. 


In tin packets at 1s. 6d., 3s., 59. 6d., &c., by Chemists | 
eulitielen ‘ by Chemists | 200, 208, and 204, Tottenham Conrt- rosd, London, Ww. 


Charities on Special ergh the Sole Proprietors, 
La SCHWEITZE & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 


Fetimates and Designs submitted free gd entirely Fur- 
nishing Residences, Chambers, Offices, & 


—PAINTING, DECORATING, & auen REPAIRS,— 
Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Designs, &c. Bedroom ——! including Bedstead and 
Bedding, from £7 10s. pe 
THIRTY LARGE RGE SHOW ROOMS, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


N.B.—Household Furniture Warehouscd or Removed 
on reasonable terms, 





ROBE » SSR - MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
* 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY % CLERGY GOWNS, 


ESTABLISHED 1669, 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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